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Abstract 
This thesis examined a method of identifying heritage visitors' expectations of trail attributes 
encountered on a multi-use trail and how these expectations could be incorporated into an 
Integrated Resource Management planning process. Using data from a mail-out survey 
exploring heritage visitors expectations for standards affected by recreational, forestry, and 
mining activities, the research proposed an alternative method of collecting user needs data to 
be incorporated into a heritage trail design plan. The survey design employed expectancy 
theory to reveal heritage visitors' expectations towards types of recreational encounter and 
impacts from potential logging or mining activity. Residency proved to be the single most 
determining expectancy variable analysed in this study for differences in impact assessments. 
Interviews with identified resource planning stakeholders were used to analyse how survey 
data would be incorporated by stakeholders in shared-use decision making processes for 
resource planning. Integrated Resource Management planning methods have proven effective 
in utilising research data from multiple fields in a collaborative process of negotiated use or 
access. This thesis provides research from a recreational and heritage perspective to aid these 
collaborative development efforts. The relatively homogenous survey results from heritage 
visitors suggest they hold similar attitudes towards both recreational and industrial pursuits on 
or near the trail. Preferences lie in non-mechanised low-impact recreation and very limited 
industrial activities which predominately represent previous historical practices. Stakeholder 
interview results indicate that as planning data, the incorporation of this data will be 
dependent upon each stakeholder group's organisational mandate. 
Keywords: heritage tourists, expectancy theory, integrated resource management. 
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Chapter One 
Introduction 
1.1 Overview 
British Columbia (hereafter BC) has undergone significant changes in the way natural 
resource development activities have been managed in the last two decades of the twentieth 
century. Resource management planning now must incorporate a level of public consultation 
and participation not previously seen in BC (Wilson, Roseland, & Day, 1996). Analysis of 
public participation to date has concentrated on public consultation models involving 
residents or nearby visitors to the resources in question, stakeholders with economic concerns, 
and non-industrial public users (Owen, 1998). Lacking in the planning process is a method of 
consultation that includes the interests or attitudes of significant user groups which may not 
hold local residency. If increasing efforts are to be made to diversify uses and revenues from 
natural resource development, then monitoring and incorporating the needs of a wide range of 
user groups in development planning is essential (Robinson, Hawley, & Robson, 1997; 
Williams, Penrose, & Hawkes, 1998). 
Research on recreational users' aesthetic perceptions of the natural environment has 
revealed the vital importance of previous experience to the formation of present attitudes 
(Manfredo, Driver & Brown, 1983; Mugica & De Lucio, 1996; Purcell, 1986). Recreational 
satisfaction research has even more closely linked expectations formation towards recreational 
outings with previous learning or experience (Schreyer, Lime & Williams, 1984; Stewart & 
Carpenter, 1989; Webb & Worchel, 1993). Recreational managers responsible for providing 
services to a varied visitor population will benefit in their site management plans by analysing 
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potential visitor groups' expectations prior to the development of any recreational site. In 
lands which are designated for a multitude of human uses, satisfying multiple human demands 
simultaneously is a significant challenge. Revealing the visiting publics' site or quality 
expectations is an early step in any development plans which aim to incorporate multiple user 
demands. 
Studies have revealed that manager evaluations of site quality or ecological impacts 
differ from those of users (Shelby & Harris, 1985). If the needs of various user groups are 
considered paramount in development design, then the perspective of the user must be 
adopted into development planning. Evaluative tools need to be developed for gathering 
visitor preference data. Expectancy theory, which has been used by recreational managers for 
recreational conflict planning decisions, may be adopted for use in gathering evaluative data. 
For recreational or tourism resources in the development phase, or those that may be 
undergoing significant alteration, analysis of potential visitors' expectations for site 
characteristics provides valuable planning data that may be unavailable by other means. 
Studies reveal that previous experience strongly influences both present expectations and 
preferences; thus, collecting data from users with experience of similar products is a valid 
method ofhypothesising future needs (Webb & Worchel, 1993). Indeed, planners in many 
fields base future demand trends on past behaviour and user preferences (Higham, 1998; 
Province ofBC, 1991; Province ofBC, 1991a). 
Multi-interest resource planning organisations require access to a variety of data from 
multiple user groups. Groups such as the Commission on Resources and Environment 
(hereafter CORE), a recent regional land-use planning committee in BC, incorporated a vast 
array of social, environmental, and economic data in their planning process (Wilson et al. 
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1996). The development or application of innovative analytical tools is also required to handle 
multi-sectoral and attitudinal data and to forecast effects from planning decisions (Owen, 
1998). The ability to articulate values and technical requirements of planning decisions for 
stakeholders is dependent upon how information is processed and made available to interested 
stakeholders. 
1.2 Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to employ an interdisciplinary approach to examine the 
land and resource management challenges that could be encountered in an attempt to grant 
heritage status to one of the few remaining larger intact sections of the Cariboo Wagon Road. 
This section of the road, twenty kilometres in length, originates in Stanley (or Van Winkle as 
the site was originally known) and terminates in the Barkerville Heritage Townsite provincial 
park. The interdisciplinary approach adopted first examined the desires and expectations of 
visitors Barkerville Heritage Townsite, a gold rush era living museum, to the design of a 
heritage recreational trail based on the Cariboo Gold Rush Wagon Road (hereafter referred to 
as Cariboo Wagon Road). Subsequently, the data that was collected was evaluated by 
interviewees representing interest groups that would be involved in any multi-stakeholder 
planning process for lands surrounding the proposed heritage trail. 
The initial component of this study involved administration of a mail-out survey to 
Barkerville Heritage Townsite provincial park visitors to quantify expectations regarding a 
variety of recreational and industrial impacts that could affect appreciation of the trail 
experience. Barkerville visitor addresses were collected during the months of August and 
September 1997 from those individuals who expressed an interest in participating in a survey 
exploring public expectations about recreational use patterns and visual and noise impacts 
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from potential industrial activity. It was stated that these responses would be evaluated for 
incorporation into a heritage trail design plan. The survey, an application of expectancy theory 
(discussed in Chapter Two), was developed during the period May through November 1997. 
The survey was administered by mail from the period January 1998 through March 1998. 
Design of the questionnaire and choice of sampling methods employed are discussed in 
Chapter Three. 
The second component of this study was a qualitative examination of the incorporation 
of visitor expectations data into an overall land and resource management plan. This area, 
forecast to undergo a sub-regional multi-stakeholder planning process in the period 1999-2001 
(personal communication, Ministry of Forests, Quesnel Branch), was designated as a special 
management zone in the Cariboo-Chilcotin land-use plan implemented through the auspices 
ofthe Commission on Resource and the Environment (CORE). The heritage resources in the 
region are one of the focuses of this special management designation and form a critical 
resource to be considered in any planning process. This section of the study broaches the 
complexity and drive to integrate multiple-uses into present planning systems designated for 
the area. 
1.3 Importance of the Study 
Interest in Canadian cultural landscapes is increasing. Canadian heritage resources 
were previously often considered to be of a fixed locale, primarily built structures, and 
possessing cultural rather than natural features (Buggey, 1992). Recent research has explored 
the relationship of people to their environment and how that environment has impacted human 
activity. Parks Canada views the protection of natural and cultural heritage as linked; issues of 
protection and interpretation cannot be separated (McNamee, 1996). Protection and 
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presentation of natural areas offer insights into how nature impacted human uses and the 
protection and presentation of historic places reflect how people lived within this environment 
(Roszell, 1996). Heritage trails, by commemorating both natural and cultural factors, provide 
visitors with unique insight into this relationship between humans and the environment. 
Heritage trails pose unique challenges to Canadian heritage managers, as they often 
transit vast areas while occupying only a narrow strip of land recognised as a heritage 
resource. Often a myriad of connected heritage resources sites may also be found along such 
trails within a diverse resource and land ownership structure. Previously, provincial or federal 
heritage legislation did not make provision for protection of landscapes as heritage resources 
(Roszell, 1996). Recognition of earlier limitations in heritage policy has resulted in more 
expansive definitions and responsibilities for heritage protection with an emphasis on 
increased representation in the economic or social history of Canada (Ministry of Canadian 
Heritage, 1994). In an era of reduced government budgets, however, the financial resources 
needed for preservation are often not available, though awareness of the need for protection 
has grown. 
Diverse economic and social uses of these historically significant landscapes, 
combined with the rights of private land titles, can result in a combative and ultimately 
unsatisfactory land and resource planning process. The protection of linear heritage trails on 
such lands requires new, innovative approaches to heritage preservation. Land planning 
systems which can accommodate multiple interests and parties while encouraging sensitive 
multiple uses of the landbase are attractive to governments seeking more inclusionary 
methods of resource planning. 
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More open, public processes of land planning do not automatically ensure 
representation for all users of a natural heritage resource. The nature of tourism or recreation 
means that visitors may come from long distances to enjoy the benefits of the natural 
resource. This distance can pose significant barriers to the inclusion of their viewpoints in 
planning decisions. If visitors are without a voice, then their concerns cannot be addressed 
when land-use decisions need to be made. When visitors are unhappy with the results of these 
decisions, a likely consequence is dissatisfaction with the experience, a consequent 
communication of these feelings to other potential visitors, and future displacement of tourism 
visits. For communities dependent on revenues earned from visitors, changes to the resource 
which are not reflective of visitors' wishes can have dire economic results. The collection of 
data that identifies the visiting public's desires for the appearance and management of natural 
heritage landscapes aids both the planner and the manager of the landbase in question. This 
survey tool provides quantifiable data from both resident and non-resident visitors for 
inclusion in planning efforts. 
This study is of importance to managers from many fields involved in land and 
resource management and to the public which seeks a greater voice in planning decisions 
which impact public lands. The variety of uses of natural lands has expanded beyond 
previously experienced and perhaps imagined levels. Seeking a common ground for all 
resource users has been a challenge requiring a significant commitment of resources. This 
study offers input from an underrepresented population that can be incorporated into resource 
planning. 
1.4 Hypotheses and Research Question 
This thesis advances knowledge by incorporating and combining quantitative and 
qualitative data and by using expectancy theory in quantifying visitor attitudes towards 
management design of the Cariboo Gold Rush heritage trail. The variables selected for 
quantitative comparison include: demographic characteristics, residency, previous heritage 
visits, recreational trail encounters, expectations of industrial impacts, and motivations for 
visits. The hypotheses noted below will be expanded further in the literature review. 
Previous research at Barkerville and other BC historic sites revealed that there was no 
significant differences on selected demographic variables including age, sex, and education 
levels between resident and non-resident visitors (Williams, Tompkins, & Dossa, 1994). 
These findings will be tested in this study by the following hypothesis: 
H1: There will be significant differences by age, education, and sex variables 
between resident and non-resident visitors. 
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Expectancy theory supports the contention that the level of investment by a visitor will 
positively affect the expectations for the quality of the recreation or tourism experience. 
Distant visitors should report a greater investment in the trip and higher overall expectations 
due to their investment. This is tested in the following research hypothesis: 
H2: Non-resident visitors will report higher site expenditures and more lengthy 
planning for the heritage visit than residents. 
Expectancy theory also suggests that visitors with a lower level of investment in the 
recreational or tourist experience will display lower expectations for a variety of services or 
qualities of a recreational site. Thus the next two hypotheses state: 
H3: Resident visitors will report higher acceptance for recreational encounters 
of differing user groups than non-residents. 
H4: Resident visitors will report higher acceptance of the presence of industrial 
activity than non-residents. 
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Identification of who might be a local user of a recreation or tourist resource is critical 
when considering site planning both for revenue generation and for inclusionary resource 
planning principles. Official designations of local residents may have little relevance to actual 
day-use visitor population. Thus the final hypothesis challenges the WTO definition of a 
resident as residing within 80 kilometres of the visitor site, by stating: 
H5: Visitors to Barkerville will report a willingness to travel greater distances 
than 80 kilometres each way and still return to their homes the same day. 
The qualitative data collection is based upon the following research question: what 
will be the difference in responses towards use of survey data between the various 
stakeholders in the heritage trail planning process? This data was collected by a series of 
personal interviews with relevant stakeholders. The research question explores qualitative 
relationships of planning processes to the use of quantitative data collected through mail 
surveys. 
1.5 Assumptions 
For the purposes of this study several assumptions needed to be made. First, it was 
assumed that the questions and concepts posed in the questionnaire were accurately 
understood and that the respondents had sufficient heritage and landscape experience to be 
able to answer the questions. It was also assumed that the respondents would answer the 
questions accurately regardless of their place of residency. Moreover, in the qualitative 
analysis it was assumed that all stakeholders could adequately identify their organisation's 
participation in resource and land planning and that they would openly participate in the 
interview process. 
1.6 Delimitations 
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Several delimitations were identified in this study. In Canada, limited research has 
analysed heritage trail visitors' attitudes to trail management practices. A delimitation of this 
study is the representativeness of off-site survey responses to proposed recreation or industrial 
impacts for those completing the survey. On-site personal experiences may differ from an 
individuals' expected impacts. Secondly, the study was restricted to heritage visitors; other 
visitors to the region may report different expectations towards a heritage trail. Third, not all 
planning stakeholders may have participated in the study interviews, thus qualitative 
responses are restricted to those participating in this study. Lastly, this survey was produced 
only in the English language, thus responses can only be considered to reflect the expectations 
of visitors competent in the use of the English language. 
1. 7 Limitations of Study 
Respondents surveyed at the heritage site were composed of so-called 'rubber tire' 
tourism (either bus, or rentaVpersonal vehicle), and may not represent visitors who were 
capable of travelling or recreating on a 20 kilometre heritage trail. The level of physical 
fitness of visitors to Barkerville may result in lower numbers of potential trail recreationists 
than would a study undertaken on an existing heritage trail. The present trail infrastructure 
allows for a variety of transportation modes to be utilised including: horse, bicycle, motorised 
transport, or self-propelled options which suggests that most visitors could fmd an acceptable 
method of recreating on the trail. 
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Hypothetical questions about future behaviour cannot necessarily reproduce 
behaviourally relevant issues (Fowler, 1995). In order to compensate for the challenge of 
inquiring as to respondents future expectations the survey design incorporated both closed and 
open-ended questions. To the extent that questions about a hypothetical situation can build on 
respondents' relevant past experiences and direct knowledge, the responses will be more 
accurate (Fowler, 1995; Mugica & De Lucio, 1996). The direct historical connection of the 
on-site survey location with the trail under study should generate accurate responses as these 
visitors have already expressed interest in heritage attractions by their attendance at 
Barkerville. 
1.8 Organisation of Study 
This thesis is composed of seven chapters that develop the thesis problem statement, 
the body of literature which supported the study, the methods employed, analysis of data 
resulting from these methods, and the implications of the thesis findings. 
Chapter Two, the literature review, provides an overview of heritage management and 
a description of the proposed heritage trail with an overview of the planning challenges 
presently inherent in resource management issues in British Columbia. The theoretical 
foundation on which this thesis is based is described as to how it influenced the hypotheses 
and study design. Further, the complex issues of integrated resource management are 
examined as to how they affect trail development in a multi-use area; primarily the social, 
technical, environmental and economic concerns that influence the values and priorities of 
multiple stakeholders. 
Chapter Three introduces the research methods that were employed in this study. This 
study adopts an approach similar to that presently found in integrated resource management in 
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BC, by adopting both quantitative and qualitative methods to fully explore the issues raised in 
this thesis. 
Chapter Four introduces the results of the data collection ofboth the quantitative and 
qualitative components of the thesis. Data collection includes results of a survey administered 
to 585 individuals and the transcripts of seven interviews. 
Chapter Five discusses the roles that survey data collection can play in the adoption of 
integrated resource management planning protocols. Surveys provide a wealth of quantitative 
data that can assist in planning for the needs of recreationists and tourists. Through interviews 
with numerous stakeholders involved in land and resource planning in the Wells-Barkerville 
region, planning perspectives are evaluated that directly impact on the design and 
establishment of a Cariboo Wagon Road heritage trail. As well, the study compares how 
existing regional planning methods incorporate resident and non-resident needs within 
decision-making processes. 
Chapter Six discusses recommendations and implications based on the results of this 
study. It reflects on how the complex data needs of planning policies now in place can benefit 
from similar methods as that employed in this study. 
Finally, Chapter Seven concludes the thesis by summarising this body of work and 
providing the major conclusions derived from the data analysis. 
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Chapter Two 
Literature Review 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents a review of literature that relates to the five hypotheses this study 
examined. The chapter is divided into four sections and subsequently subdivided into specific 
areas of focus. The sections represent the major themes evident and central to the construction 
of the hypotheses and which formed the research question. The sections are ordered so as to 
introduce the reader to the primary research components of the thesis: 1) heritage trails and 
management; 2) an overview of the historical resources connected to the Cariboo Gold Rush 
Wagon Road; 3) expectancy theory and visitor satisfaction; and 4) land and resource planning 
formats integrating multiple-use resource development, with specific focus upon 
incorporation of public participation. 
2.2 Heritage Trails and Management 
In the late twentieth century, the rise of the heritage industry has led to a proliferation 
of museums of rural and urban life, increasing promotion of historic themed travel, and 
incorporation into the tourist industry of historic landscapes and relict features of agriculture, 
industry, and commerce (Butlin, 1993; Weiler & Hall, 1992). The advent of increasing 
interest in, and development of, heritage sites, requires significant investments in management 
planning that recognises the complex values and priorities ofland-use decision making. 
The growth in heritage tourism is attributed to a growing awareness of heritage, 
greater affluence, increased leisure time, greater mobility of travellers, and increasing overall 
tourism visitation rates (Zeppel & Hall, 1992). The variety and type ofheritage attractions 
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available attract a diverse range of visitors, with many attractions being popular with both 
resident and non-resident visitors. Depending on the reasons for visitation and the product 
offering of the heritage resource, sites can have a diverse range of visitor types and reasons for 
visitation or a narrow, specialised type of visitor. An increasing inventory of heritage 
attractions results in the discerning heritage visitor having a range of product offerings and at 
times multiple offerings of a similar historical emphasis or period representation. 
As the global demand for heritage resources increases, many communities have begun 
to use historic preservation as a method of attracting tourists in order to diversify rural 
economic development (Go, Milne, & Whittles, 1992; Province ofBC, 1992). Indeed, both 
the province ofBC and the Federal Government of Canada, amongst others, have emphasised 
the historical aspect of Canada's various cultures, structures, and natural landscapes in 
tourism promotion (Province ofBC, 1993a). By offering a diverse range ofhistorical 
representation, heritage managers are not only able to preserve features of noted heritage 
significance, but provide diverse tourism resources to a discerning public. 
Tourism marketing staff for the BC government have identified heritage tourism as of 
significant interest to varied visitor groups in BC (Province ofBC, 1991). Within BC, 
communities, and provincial and federal governments are now reviewing the heritage 
resources in their area and identifying cultural resources that may be exploited as a source of 
economic development. This is aptly illustrated in the promotion of First Nations tourism as a 
central underpinning of Super Natural BC tourism campaigns, but also has significant 
importance to other facets ofBC tourism. Both Barkerville and Wells are prime examples of 
the promotion of an industrial heritage (i.e. gold mining) as the primary element to local 
tourism development. The late 1800s history of silver and gold mining in Southeast BC has 
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also begun to be promoted as significant to the historically distinguishing features of the areas 
culture and development (Bowers, 1998). 
Built or structural elements ofheritage have to date received the greatest investment of 
public resources for conservation and the most attention as a source of tourism revenue 
(Prentice, 1993). However, growing awareness ofthe under-representation of various 
Canadian historical resources and the fragility of remaining unprotected heritage resources 
have resulted in a drive to commemorate more diverse historical sites. Strategies to ensure 
support for this direction include encouraging public education to develop a political voice 
amongst heritage consumers, removing disincentives for conservation on private lands, and 
more aggressively integrating protected area objectives into broader land use allocation 
processes such as timber licences, aboriginal land claims negotiations, and large scale mineral 
staking activities (McNamee, 1996). Employment ofthese strategies has refocused 
conservation and protection efforts in parks and protected areas towards the relevance of 
human modified natural areas and the necessity of historical interpretation for culturally 
modified lands. 
Within the heritage tourism industry, heritage trails have proved a popular form of 
tourism development throughout the world (Boniface & Fowler, 1993; Yale, 1991). Visits to 
heritage trails offer a combination of exploring nature and gaining an educational or heritage 
experience. Internationally, heritage trails have been seen as an effective method of linking 
museum sites, local communities, and heritage resources that on their own might not draw 
heavy visitation. Such examples include the Silk and Spice routes linking Western Europe and 
the Far East that have been funded by UNESCO, various textile routes of north-western 
Europe, and the Franco-Swiss Clock Route through the Jura region (Deweilly, 1998). Heritage 
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trails aptly bridge the gap between cultural and natural representation and have stimulated 
rural economies that were unable to attract large visiting publics with a previous narrow range 
of tourism products. 
The setting of heritage interpretation in a modified, but largely natural, environment 
has proven attractive to many tourists (Wight, 1996). In Canada, there are a vast variety of 
trails or causeways which can be considered to be of historical significance, including First 
Nations trading routes, industrial causeways, both on land or water, and early colonial 
exploration routes (Ministry of Canadian Heritage, 1994). Within BC, heritage trails include, 
but are not limited to: trade routes used by First Nations peoples, the Grease Trail (the First 
Nations designation of the Alexander MacKenzie Trail) being a prime example; colonial trails 
whlch opened regions to economic exploration such as the Cariboo Wagon Road, which this 
work examines; and the West Coast Trail, a life-saving trail for shipwrecked sailors on the 
west coast of Vancouver Island. 
The identification and commemoration of heritage trails are a recent addition to 
heritage management in Canada. They signify a more interactive, experiential method of 
interpreting history. The visitor can walk in the footsteps of early explorers, while imagining 
another era when humans struggled against nature to capture its material wealth. Heritage 
trails can symbolise the immense investment in resources devoted to mercantilism, 
colonialism, exploration, and the need for communication. By their presence and the 
challenging terrain they traverse, these trails serve as interpretative features important to the 
historical theme of related heritage sites. Heritage trails are evidence of human commitment 
and confidence in the future. The greater the structural and financial investment, the more 
evidence ofhuman confidence in the value of the endeavour. Those trails that remain today 
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symbolise the beliefs and aspirations of nations and peoples (Moore & Barthlow, 1998). They 
cannot be isolated from the more static, traditionally recognised historical sites. Many 
historical trails, as transportation and communication corridors, served and gave vibrancy to 
those communities now deserted and transformed to historical sites. The historical 
development of heritage sites encompasses far more than their immediate locale, but rather 
represents a variety of linked and interdependent human efforts. In order for gold miners to 
access Barkerville, they needed to travel by paddlewheeler to Yale, thence on foot, carriage or 
horse into the Cariboo, and subsequently by paddlewheel and foot onwards into Barkerville 
(Patenaude, 1995). Along the way travellers would stay at rest houses, farms, and small 
colonial towns. The history ofBarkerville actually represents the history of numerous BC 
communities, as well as many now derelict supply roads. 
The Alexander MacKenzie Trail (hereafter known as the Grease Trail) is an early 
example of the role that multi-themed historical resources began to occupy in provincial and 
Federal Park planning. As a heritage trail with both an Aboriginal and colonial history of use, 
the trail represents many themes for many people. The trail was designated a heritage resource 
after lengthy negotiations over a period of two decades with multiple stakeholders, including 
both public and private land managers (Humphries, 1985). These negotiations involved in-
depth consultations amongst regional stakeholders over land and resource harvest rights, 
community needs, and existing uses of the trail. Eventual agreement on the value of the trail 
as a heritage resource led to a heritage designation once stakeholder concerns were addressed 
(Humphries, 1985). This was an early example of shared-use decision making that included 
private and industrial land owners or users, both provincial and federal ministries that 
possessed certain mandates over portions of the land surrounding the trail, local communities, 
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and recreational user groups in the region. The trail itself traverses over 400 kilometres and, as 
a linear heritage site, is one of the largest in Canada. The nature of the heritage designation 
affords a level of protection to the trail bed, and a 100 meter buffer either side of the trail 
(Province ofBC, 1993). The method employed for this protection is one of voluntary 
agreement that industrial activities will not occur within the buffer zone or on other identified 
historical sites (Province ofBC, 1993). As an example ofheritage protection, this differs 
vastly from most built structures where the owners, private or public, face severe constraints 
about the types of activities or modifications to historical premises that can occur (Province of 
BC, 1996). As the Grease Trail traverses vast areas, both maintenance and protection of the 
heritage resources on and along the trail would be impossible without the active support of 
private landholders and industrial users. Thus, this trail becomes a working model of how 
natural and cultural resources significant to BC may be adopted into management plans 
allowing for multiple uses of crown lands. Linear heritage resources such as the Grease Trail 
present new, differing challenges to heritage planners than the more static, traditional types of 
heritage protection accorded built heritage elements, such as Barkerville itself. 
Historic landscapes must be recognised as dynamic and prone to change. Heritage 
managers need to recognise the "additional layers that time brings to a site, and ... respect the 
evolution of a place through time" (Buggey, 1992, p. 2). The Cariboo Wagon Road has aged 
since its construction, and the last remaining intact section has been naturally modified by this 
process of time. Heritage protection entails different necessities and priorities for historical 
resources that are part of the natural environment, modified by it, and inherently captured 
within nature. Many historical managers have recognised the infeasible nature of attempting 
to interpret or manage a cultural or natural historic feature( s) as static in time and have 
adopted a progressive interpretative style that demonstrates the role that the landscape plays 
both in human activities and as semi-natural landscapes (Deweilly, 1998). 
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Recognition of the multiple resource uses of the landscape in areas bordering the 
proposed heritage trail and incorporation of those activities within an overall heritage trail 
plan may be the best method of successfully establishing legal designation of the Cariboo 
Wagon Road as an historic trail. This was the basis of shared-use planning that resulted in 
heritage status for the Grease Trail. All concerned stakeholders within the regions bordering 
the Grease Trail were involved in establishing the conditions acceptable to the adoption of 
heritage status for this trail. This was an attempt to modify or limit the impact of these 
stakeholder activities by involving them in resource management planning from the initial 
stage. A model, similar in structure to the Grease Trail, where established multiple human 
uses of the area are accepted as a fait d'accompli and these considerations built into a heritage 
planning document, may be the most expedient method of gaining heritage recognition for 
this unique heritage resource. With the diverse number oflocal parties involved in issues 
surrounding the Cariboo Wagon Road, the possibility of either a negotiated settlement of 
heritage recognition or an antagonistic clash of values is still possible. 
Heritage visitors are another group with significant interests in the area. They occupy 
an important place in the local economy and are the largest visitor segment to the area. 
However, presently they have had little active voice in concerns around development of a 
heritage trail. As a potentially underrepresented user group, heritage visitors may offer 
valuable advice towards heritage preservation schemes in the area. A method of giving voice 
to non-resident groups, or those not able to participate in regional resource and land planning, 
is through such methods as a survey and the subsequent communication of this groups' needs 
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by an interested planning stakeholder. This communication is possible through surveying the 
attitudes of heritage visitors and then communicating these findings in a quantifiable format. 
2.3 Background of the Cariboo Wagon Road 
The Cariboo Gold Rush Wagon Road was a transportation link between southern BC 
and the Cariboo goldfields of central BC. Begun in 1861, the road originated in Yale, and 
terminated in Barkerville, at that time the largest community on the mainland of BC (Downs, 
1993). Over 400 kilometres in length, this road was to have significant impact on the social 
and economic history ofBC. It transported and supplied large immigrant populations in the 
central interior ofBC and thus forever changed the social and economic organisation of the 
region. Today, little remains of the original roadbed. Neglected after the advent of the 
railways made its transportation services redundant, this road has been paved over or used for 
other human purposes. 
At the time of its completion, the Cariboo Wagon Road was considered the eighth 
wonder of the world (Downs, 1993). Governor James Douglas had recognised the need for a 
supply road to the goldfields of the Cariboo, both as a means of supplying the myriad 
newcomers flooding the region in search of gold and as a method of asserting colonial control 
over the region (Wade, 1979). In the early 1860's American miners greatly outnumbered 
colonial residents and represented a threat to the sovereignty of the colonial government. The 
road was a method of ensuring administrative control and for developing an economy 
controlled by the crown. This resulted in a system of taxation, judicial governance, and 
control of the gold resource previously not possible. Gold could no longer be transported to 
San Francisco without a duty being levied by the colonial government (Patenaude, 1995). 
Within a few years of the road being completed, Americans were strongly outnumbered by 
those ofBritish ancestry, and administrative control was firmly in the hands of the Crown. 
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Though the construction of the road was a responsibility of the colonial government, it 
was a joint effort of public and private enterprise (Patenaude, 1996). Royal Engineers 
surveyed much of the proposed route and, in places, were responsible for road construction. 
Other sections of the road were let out to contract after having first been surveyed by the 
Engineers. The terrain proved to be a horrendous challenge for road builders, and many 
private contractors went bankrupt in their efforts to complete contracts (Patenaude, 1996). The 
difficulty of the terrain was a testimony to the perseverance of the thousands of miners who 
successfully managed to reach the Cariboo goldfields prior to construction of the road. 
Rather than one road, the Cariboo Wagon Road was really a series of trails and roads, 
interspersed with paddlewheel steamers travelling the navigable sections of the Fraser River. 
The Cariboo Wagon Road was to leave an indelible mark on the typography of the BC 
landscape, resulting not only in numerous transportation links still used today, but in a series 
of towns and communities ranging from Yale, in the south, through Cache Creek and onwards 
to Barkerville-Wells. This Wagon Road, so instrumental to the history ofBC, is still without 
heritage protection for any of the remaining original roadbed. 
The Herita~e Conservation Act and the Wa~on Road 
In 1957, the provincial government decided to restore Barkerville to celebrate the 
upcoming 1958 provincial Centennial (Province ofBC, 1981). Barkerville Townsite planners 
drew from several major themes ofBC history including exploration, resource extraction, and 
a multi-racial milieu of early settlers in forming a functional scheme for the historical 
planning of what was then BC's first provincial heritage park (Province ofBC, 1981). The 
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Cariboo Wagon Road displayed one of these prominent themes (exploration and resource 
extraction), yet today lacks any significant role in historical interpretation at Barkerville. The 
initial boundaries of the Barkerville Historic Park were recognised as being less than adequate 
to preserve all historical resources related to Barkerville. Moreover, resource development 
activities in bordering areas were recognised as having potentially deleterious effects on 
visitor appreciation of the park (Province ofBC, 1981). It was envisioned in the Barkerville 
Historic Park plan that expansion of the park boundaries would occur, as resources became 
available (Province ofBC, 1981). 
A primary objective of the expansion of the park was further protection of historic 
resources important to the interpretative themes ofBarkerville Historic Park (Province ofBC, 
1981). A limited expansion did incorporate a one-kilometre section of the Cariboo Wagon 
Road from Barkerville to Richfield (a second historic townsite in the park). This section was 
extensively modified to allow for vehicular traffic, as well as the considerable visitor traffic 
(foot only). Barkerville itself receives over 100,000 visitors a year in the summer season, and 
significant numbers of these visitors travel on this section of the Road to visit Richfield 
{personal communication, Jim Worton, September 9, 1997). 
Protection of the Cariboo Wagon Road and historic sites that lie along it should be of 
premier concern in accordance with the objectives of the Barkerville Historic Park planners. 
With the official park designation came a multi-ministerial agreement that activities which 
could be detrimental to the park, its water supply, and the interpretative functions it serves not 
be allowed in areas deemed vital to the Barkerville Historic Townsite provincial park 
(Province ofBC, 1981). Presently, these conditions are not met, resulting in an ad-hoc form of 
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resource development, with permits for logging and mining being awarded by different 
ministries and seldom with the coordination ofheritage managers. 
Previous Preservation Efforts for the Barkerville-Stanley Wagon Road 
The largest intact section of the Cariboo Wagon Road, twenty kilometres in length, has 
been considered for heritage status since the mid-1970's (see Figure 1). This section lies 
north-east of Quesnel, in the South-central region ofBritish Columbia. The section of the road 
proposed for heritage status originates in Stanley (or Van Winkle as the site was originally 
known), and terminates in Barkerville Historic Townsite Park. Initial consideration of the 
need for heritage designation involved a joint Parks Branch and Forest Service inspection of 
the roadbed with the intention of applying a map reserve over the trail (personal 
communication, David Suttill, Archaeology Branch, Ministry of Small Business, Tourism, 
and Culture, December 9, 1998). The required legislative designation never occurred. 
Figure 1: The Stanley-Barkerville section of the Cariboo Wagon Road 
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Subsequent efforts for an historical designation began in 1990. Due to both public 
awareness pressures and the efforts of the Archaeology Branch, the Ministry of Forests 
formally announced their interest in such a designation. As this section of the Cariboo Wagon 
Road traverses lands managed by the Ministry of Forests, their representatives must serve as 
the primary actor responsible for pursuing heritage designation. However, prior to taking the 
proposed order in council legislation to government, the Archaeology Branch were required to 
submit such a proposal to all impacted government ministries. As the majority of this section 
of the Cariboo Wagon Road traversed active placer mineral leases, the Ministry of Energy, 
Mines and Petroleum Resources was consulted. Again, the proposed legislation was delayed 
by subsequent ministerial resistance or delay. At this stage, a 200 meter buffer to protect the 
heritage value of the Cariboo Wagon Road was proposed (Internal Communications, Ministry 
of Small Business, Tourism and Culture, 1994). 
Due to the nature of the Heritage Conservation Act, heritage status for the Cariboo 
Wagon Road is difficult to implement. Heritage status is automatically granted to all historical 
resources originating prior to 1846; for any historical resource that was built after this period, 
an Order in Council is required from the BC cabinet (Province ofBC, 1996). Often an Order 
in Council is a formality; however, in the case of heritage trails it is policy to consult with, 
and reach consensus with, all impacted ministries for Orders in Council affecting historical 
resources (Ministry ofForests & Ministry of Small Business, Tourism and Culture, 1995). 
Presently, consensus has not been reached with all ministries. If any involved ministry 
contests this Order in Council it is unlikely to be submitted, let alone passed. 
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2.4 Expectancy Theory and Visitor Satisfaction 
Recreational or tourism planners provide experiential services to users or visitors of 
recreational and tourism facilities or sites. It is often argued that the attitudes, expectations 
and perceptions of tourists or recreationists are significant variables in the individual setting 
of goals, visitor behaviour, and the final satisfaction of the individual (Ryan, 1995). In order 
to optimise satisfaction, managers and planners attempt to discern and then match visitor 
desires or preferences with site characteristics. One common method of evaluating these 
preferences is through identifying previous similar product or event experiences that potential 
visitors may have had and matching those interests that are found to be compatible with the 
available resources offered (Schreyer, Lime, & Williams, 1984). The potential for success or 
visitor satisfaction is highest when the expectations of potential visitors are aligned with the 
actual site or resource characteristics being offered. The present experience is thus not isolated 
from previous experience but forms a foundation for how the visitor will evaluate an ongoing 
expenence. 
Research into visitor or consumer satisfaction is not new. Interpretations of the causes 
and effects of satisfaction have had significant implications for product managers in various 
fields. Marketing research on consumer satisfaction has yielded valuable models on the 
antecedents and consequence of expectation formation and its interpretation both by the 
service provider and the consumer (Oliver, 1980; Ryan, 1995). Understanding the consumer 
decision process and how expectations are developed and defined by the individual is a goal 
of managers in aiding resource allocation decisions (Manfredo, Driver, & Brown, 1983). The 
direction of satisfaction research has focused on individual expectation formation and the 
ability to discern group behaviour from individual expectation. Such research has expanded 
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the use of expectancy theory into many fields of service provision. The recreation or tourism 
fields are extremely well suited to this approach, as they are primarily experiential in nature, 
and the consumed experience becomes the service by which satisfaction is judged. 
Human Behaviour and Expectancy Theory 
Humans often tailor their behaviour or actions to reflect their expectations of expected 
future outcomes relative to their efforts. Olson, Roese, and Zanna (1996) state that every 
deliberate action that humans undertake rests on assumptions about how the world will react 
in response to their action. In social psychology, this concept ofhuman expectations has 
become known as expectancy theory. Expectancy theory states that expectancies are beliefs 
about a future probable state of affairs, which links the "future with an outcome at some level 
of probability ranging from merely possible to almost certain" (Olson et al. 1996, p. 211). 
This probability is affected by a variety of factors, some that are within the individual's 
control or influence on outcomes and others external to the influence of the individual, such as 
environmental conditions. 
Expectancy theory, by referring to some future state of affairs (expectations), is linked 
to motivations. The motivation to act is based on an expectancy about a future state of affairs 
connected to the behaviour undertaken. Stewart and Carpenter describe this motivator to act 
as an "internal drive, or antecedent condition, that causes one to initiate behaviour" (1989, p. 
4). By researching tourists' antecedent conditions, or those factors that attract a person to 
undertake a visit to a heritage site, managers may be better able to incorporate identified 
valuable features into their product design. By providing some or all of the highly prized 
features of a service or product, the manager expects to positively affect the motivator to act. 
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In a social learning view, where subsequent actions are based upon the results of 
previous similar actions, expectations become critical to a person's decision-making 
behaviour. Expectations operate largely through the mechanism of anticipatory thought 
(Bandura, 1986). Expectancy theory holds that there is a direct correlation between the 
expected (antecedent) and the result (subsequent), usually a positive correlation anticipating 
benefit (Stewart & Carpenter, 1989). Many other factors can interfere in any specific 
individual's motivation to act, such as available time, financial resources, or other mediating 
factors. Through surveying expectations, the manager does not expect to attract that specific 
study respondent, but rather wishes to provide the expected benefits identified by the greatest 
number of surveyed individuals, to a similar demographic population as that under study. 
Populations displaying similar characteristics to the sample population become the service 
target, rather than any one individual. 
Anticipation of reward or positive support from actions of the individual are related to 
the effects of prior learning. Prior learning is essential, in that the actor, to be motivated, must 
have a reasonable justification that an expected outcome will occur. This justification is 
formed by personal experience of the actor or by observation of similar events that the actor 
extrapolates relative to his or her own encountered conditions. Surveying the experiences of 
prior learning is crucial for future service provision so as to accurately provide services 
reflective of the product offered and the visitors' prior experiences. 
Recreation Behaviour and Expectancy Theory 
Numerous studies on recreation behaviour moderated by past experience have 
highlighted this connection of motivation to previous learning (Manfredo et al. 1983; Mugica 
& Lucio, 1996; Schreyer et al. 1984). There is increasing interest in understanding the link 
between information available and recreation behaviour. Motivation research has examined 
the critical linkages between the cognitive state of the individual (attitudes, feelings, and 
motives) and recreational behaviour (Ewert, 1993; Schreyer et al. 1984). 
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Recreation surveys based on expectancy theory have primarily been utilised for 
research into issues of crowding and desire for solitude (Stewart & Carpenter, 1989; Webb & 
Worchel, 1993). Tarrant, Cordell, and Kibler (1997) found that environmental conditions, 
such as the number and type of other users, location, and activity, influence crowding levels 
by changing recreationists' expectations about the social situation. Pre-visit knowledge of site 
conditions would likely reflect on changes in behaviour to avoid less desired encounter types 
or frequencies. Expectations must relate to actual conditions in order for avoidance behaviours 
to be successful. This supposition has been supported by studies which illustrate that 
recreationists seek relevant information prior to their trip activity (Manfredo et al. 1983; 
Stewart & Carpenter, 1989). The need for expected conditions to match actual conditions is 
necessary in order that the recreationist is able in future to act upon information with a certain 
degree of assurance. As indicated previously, the level of commitment to the task is directly 
related to that individual's perception that his or her behaviour will result in the intended 
outcome. 
Expectancy theory may be a useful tool for designing a survey that will predict 
attributes a visitor group seeks or highly values when planning to visit a heritage trail. The use 
of a survey based on expectancy theory to reveal data that can be incorporated in facilities 
planning is an innovative application of this theory. Ewert and Hood (1995) contend that 
different wilderness areas attract visitors desiring or expecting different types of wilderness 
experiences. This contention raises the question of managing for homogenous values, or 
employing a homogenous management regime, when a large degree of variability may be 
found amongst users (Ewert, 1998). Some of this variability will be the effect of an 
individual's investment in pursuing the particular activity. This variability reveals the 
necessity of surveying visitors' expectations as to what the product attributes should be for a 
heritage trail they expect to utilise. 
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Recent recreation research has explored the relationship of respondents' expectations 
of a recreation experience to that found on-site. Once the motivation to recreate or undertake a 
tourism adventure has been applied, expectation, in turn, will determine performance 
perceptions of products and services as well as the perceptions of experiences (Gnoth, 1997). 
Stewart and Carpenter (1989) examined recreationists' expectations for solitude at the Grand 
Canyon by various independent variables including recreation experience levels at site and 
elsewhere. Tarrant et al. (1997), Hull et al. (1992), and Schreyer et al. (1984) examined 
recreationists' expectations by experience levels and activity preference. Previous experience 
is linked to a recreationist's expectations; this use of previous knowledge to affect future 
perceptions or decisions is the fundamental component of independent action in expectancy 
theory (Olson et al. 1996). The role of previous experience in landscape preference or 
environmental assessment has recently been extensively researched (Botterill & Fowler, 1993; 
Fenton, Young, & Johnson, 1998; Manfredo et al. 1983; Mugica & De lucio, 1996; Shelby & 
Harris, 1985). 
Researchers in order to increase the validity of a research project employ a model to 
look logically at the behaviour of interest from the perspective of a sequence of events leading 
to a management decision (Baker, Rozier, & Rogers, 1994). The use of residence and 
previous experiences that help form expectancies and affect the evaluation of a particular 
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environmental setting have been extensively utilised in previous research to explore the 
relationship between choice of activity undertaken, importance of setting for a recreational 
experience, and outcome goals (Cho, 1998; McFarlane, Boxall, & Adamowicz, 1998; Mugica 
& De Lucio, 1996; Stewart & Carpenter, 1989). Ewert and Hood (1995) have also employed 
the use of expectancy theory to evaluate recreationists' expectations and perceptions of the 
wilderness experience by their residential proximity or lack of, to the recreational site visited. 
The rationale is that since visiting urban-proximate (UP) recreational locales requires less 
travel effort, time expenditure, planning effort and financial cost than does travel to remote 
locales, this reduced effort will be evident in lowered expectations about site quality (Ewert & 
Hood, 1995; Ewert, 1998). That is, the greater the investment required in order to reach the 
travel destination the greater the personal emphasis on positive outcomes. Different visitor 
segments will evaluate outcomes in differing fashions. For some, accomplishing challenging 
adventure pursuits will be their target goals (Ewert, 1994), for others it may be greater 
emphasis on solitude (Stewart & Carpenter, 1989), or undisturbed natural environments 
(Fenton, Young, & Johnson, 1998). 
This link to positive outcomes and the investment in the activity has interested tourism 
and recreation managers for some time. Much research has occurred on segmenting the travel 
market by benefits desired or realised (Baker et al, 1994; Shoemaker, 1994). The goal in this 
strategy is to match the product desired and the eventual outcome, and to attract the most 
desired visitor population. The Province ofBC (1991; 1993a) targets overseas visitors as an 
attractive tourism market due to their lengthier stays and the higher levels of expenditures 
they incur, in comparison to Canadian visitors. An analysis ofbenefits desired for European 
visitors highlights the attraction of a natural environment, cultural history (including First 
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Nations), and the urban environment (Province ofBC, 1991). Thus, provincial tourism 
marketing programs are fabricated on viewing non-resident (and more specifically European) 
visitors or recreationists as desirable due to their increased spending over local residents. This 
supports H2 that states "non-resident visitors will report higher site expenditures and more 
lengthy planning for the heritage visit than residents". Further support is found for this 
hypothesis in more recent tourism surveys that identified domestic visitors as being the largest 
travel segment in Canada, but exhibiting the lowest expenditure levels of any group. Further, 
these visitors tend to remain in their province of origin, have shorter overall trips, and spend 
less per day than when abroad, discounting air travel costs (Coopers and Lybrand Consulting, 
1996). 
For the purposes of this study, length of trip planning was defined as when the visitor 
initially made plans to visit Barkerville. Survey question 16 inquired as to "how far in 
advance the visitor planned their trip to Barkerville". Thus, the second component ofH2 is 
predicated on the planning level for the activity being an indicator of expectation level. The 
further in advance the activity is planned the greater will be the desire for a positive 
experience. A higher time investment in planning for the trip should translate into a greater 
investment at the site both in time and in expenditure. Ewert (1998), for example, found that 
urban-distant (UD) visitors to California State Parks (having higher investments in reaching 
the more distant parks) reported lengthier and more frequent overnight wilderness trips than 
did UP visitors. The State Parks in the vicinity of large urban centres had urban-proximate 
(UP) visitors who reported lower overall expectations for their trip in regards to encounters or 
wilderness experience. 
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This investment and residency variables form the rationale for H2• H3 and H4; the non-
resident visitor having a more significant investment in reaching Barkerville or the proposed 
heritage trail should hypothetically report less tolerance for negative impacts. Thus, for H2, 
the distant visitor should report a lengthier period of planning prior to site arrival as an 
indication oftime investment in the activity. This is further supported by market research that 
indicates that regional visitors are far more likely to be "visiting friends or family" than other 
visitors, and these visitors report substantially lower rates of visiting national, provincial, or 
historic sites than those market segments not visiting "friends or family" (Research 
Resolutions, 1996). 
Hypothesis 3 states that "resident visitors will report higher acceptance for recreational 
encounters of differing user groups than non-residents". This is predicated on the investment 
level for residents in reaching the site being far less than that of non-residents. Ewert and 
Hood (1995) found that UP visitors did report higher tolerances for numbers of encounters 
with other recreationists than did UD. That is, visitors who reported less investment in 
reaching the site did have greater tolerance for other recreational user groups. This is 
supported by Stewart and Carpenter (1989), who found in a study ofrecreationists and 
expectation levels by experience, that visitors to the Grand Canyon with more recreational 
experience would indeed report greater efforts to avoid less desired recreational encounters. 
Experience levels in an activity are another type of time investment in that pursuit. Hull, 
Stewart, and Yi (1992) also found that greater experience and trip quality expectation would 
critically affect how the visitor assessed the recreation outcome. Shoemaker (1994), in a study 
of visitor segmenting by benefit desire, strongly supported the contention that a good way to 
understand travel motivations (or desired benefits) was to infer them from the consumers' past 
travel experience. Tourism BC marketing staff also employ this strategy in identifying 
product potential by benefits desired. US and overseas visitors indicate greater interest in 
natural, cultural, and heritage tourism than do BC or Canadian residents (Research 
Resolutions, 1996). 
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Hypothesis 3 and 4 are based upon the assumption that all visitors will assess impacts 
from recreational or industrial encounters in a similar negative fashion. That is, all parties 
view other recreational users or seeing industrial activity as being negative to their trip 
experience. The defining variable that impacts the strength of attitude is the investment level. 
Recreation research supports this contention that irregardless of origin recreationists report 
similar opposition to other recreation type encounters (Boerwinkel, 1995; Kuentzel & 
Heberlein, 1992; Mowen, Graefe, & Williams, 1998). Similarly, research into attitudes 
towards natural environmental aesthetics reveals similar homogenous values irregardless of 
residency origin (Bostedt & Mattson, 1995; Forest Development Section, 1997, Kaplan, 
1987). 
Hypothesis 4 states "resident visitors will report higher acceptance of the presence of 
industrial activity than non-residents". Again, the contention is that negative impacts from 
industrial activities are reported as similar to negative impacts from recreational activity, 
dependent upon the respondent' s investment level in visiting the site. The corollary is that 
negative impacts, whatever the origin, will be similarly assessed by those possessing similar 
investment levels. As has been indicated from tourism market research, different residency 
segment groups do hold different interest levels in type of tourism activity undertaken, have 
different length' s of participation in the said activity during their trip, and thus, varying 
investment levels in undertaking the activity (Province ofBC, 1993a; Research Resolutions, 
1996). 
Figure 2 illustrates the antecedent conditions affecting expectation formation. It 
outlines the three factors that interact to develop the motivation to act: previous experience, 
level of control and investment in the activity by the individual, and an assessment of the 
overall environment. 
Figure 2: Expectancy Theory and Outcomes 
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The impetus to undertake the behaviour or action is the expectation that action results 
in desired outcomes. This belief is the primary motivator to act. When the subsequent (the 
result) matches the antecedent (the expectation) then satisfaction occurs and the individual 
feels justified in their behaviour. The individual's behaviour is reinforced by this positive 
outcome. When the result does not match the expectation then disconfirmation occurs. That is, 
the individual encounters the dissonance ofunmet expectations and seeks an explanation for 
this result. Both unmet and met expectations result in the further development of previous 
experience; this experience then becomes the antecedent to future actions. 
The maximising-expectancy model is essentially a strategy to avoid encountering 
dissonance by a failure to achieve an identified or most preferred outcome. This model states 
that individuals will seek to optimise their desired outcome by evaluating their skill level and 
the conditions of the situation when deciding to act (Bandura, 1986). The cognitive 
dissonance theory states that when dissonance is present, tension or stress is produced 
pressuring the individual to change his or her behaviour to reduce the dissonance (McCool & 
Braithwaite, 1992). The individual will seek to avoid similar situations in the future that may 
also lead to dissonance. 
As a method of analysing motivation and expectations, cognitive dissonance is useful 
in indicating additional information to be considered when an individual evaluates whether to 
act on expectations. The actor faced with an array of recreation choices will employ decision 
strategies to select a process likely to result in a successful outcome. People will respond in 
either a schema-based or individuated manner dependent on outside cues and their perception 
oftheir level of self-control (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Schema-based applications to situations 
are based upon an evaluation of the conditions as being highly similar to one successfully 
encountered in the past; and thus are formulised reaction processes. That is, the individual 
reacts to familiar environments by employing standardised previously successful responses 
(Fiske & Taylor, 1991). 
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An individuated response is more dependent upon an individual's perception of his or 
her personal ability to adequately control any existing factors that may differ from previous 
experiences. Research into the judgmental process that people employ in such situations 
reveals that objective rationality for decision-making is unlikely due to the number of aspects 
which are encountered in each situation (Bandura, 1986). The subjective rationality that 
individuals employ in decision making may be more or less successful, depending upon the 
particulars of each situation. 
For managers, the ability to first identify expectations held by potential visiting groups 
and then supplying the information that would justify the commitment to visit is a critical 
component of matching service to expectations. The motive to act will then be a function of 
previous experience with the situation, an affective component of the individual's history with 
a similar situation, and a classification of the present situation in comparison to the schema. 
Matching these components of the cause for action to the product offering is the responsibility 
of management. A successful outcome results when dissonance or disconfirmation does not 
occur and the individual considers his or her expectations to be met or exceeded by the 
activity or resource. 
The contention of this work is that heritage visitors, in part, will evaluate a particular 
setting by the types of expectations they hold regarding that setting. That is, how visitors 
judge the quality of a site or an activity is a direct result of their expectations about features 
they have come to expect. The planning that they put into undertaking the activity then 
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becomes a judgement about their confidence that the event will meet their expectations. 
Recently, significant research has focused on how visitors form their expectations of product 
settings and quality, and how these expectations affect subsequent satisfaction levels (Cho, 
1998; Duke & Persia, 1994; Ewert, 1998; Fenton et al. 1998; Ryan, 1995). This recent 
research has differentiated between two aspects of previous experience crucial in the 
expectancy formation: the actual activity or similar site experience that individuals use to 
develop their expectations about similar products/conditions, and the messages and 
communications that individuals have received about their intended activity or site being 
visited. The latter aspect is developed through intentional or unintentional marketing efforts of 
the tourism and recreation industry. Both factors will play an active role in expectancy 
formation and in satisfaction/dissatisfaction outcomes. 
Both proximity to the setting in question or the frequency of previous visits have been 
implicated in disconfirmation avoidance strategies and satisfaction outcomes. However, 
previously trail or park resources have only been analysed through expectancy research after 
the establishment of heritage or recreational resources. Confounding variables such as 
previous knowledge of site quality or marketing messages may often affect the development 
of site expectations even when recreationists' report no prior visitation to the site. This study 
explores potential visitors expectations prior to development of the proposed heritage trail. 
Within recreation and tourism research, such analysis about the expectations of potential 
visitors for undeveloped sites has not been explored. 
2.5 Integrated Resource Management and Land Planning 
Land and resource planning processes have undergone significant changes in the last 
two decades of the twentieth century in British Columbia. From an exclusionary period of 
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single ministry and single industry resource planning, present planning formats have shifted to 
shared-use and multi-party consensus based planning (Owen, 1998). Much of the driving 
force for these changes were the conflictual nature of relations between the public, 
government resource ministries, and resource industries. As public resistance to a variety of 
resource harvesting practises increased during the 1980's, responsible government parties 
were forced to consider the need for changes to the way lands were managed in BC. While 
initial government response to public protest was to seek protection from these activities in 
the courts, and subsequently to enforce orders through mass arrests, this strategy quickly 
shifted to a more conciliatory approach (Owen, 1998). 
Recognising that not only were forest practises being called into question, but that 
communities dependent upon this resource were calling for more inclusive public 
involvement in resources planning, the BC government initiated a series of commissions to 
investigate the need for change in land and resource planning. Through the government 
appointed Forest Resources Commission, the Round Table on the Environment and the 
Economy, and others, the importance of developing comprehensive and inclusive land 
planning processes was identified (Owen, 1998). Initially, in 1992, the BC government passed 
the Commission on Resources and Environment Act to develop an overall provincial land use 
strategy, to develop more inclusive methods of planning, to include First Nations peoples', 
improve dispute resolution strategies, and address the most critical land-use clashes that were 
occurring at that time (Owen, 1998). 
Introduction of Land and Resource Management Planning 
In Canada, communities that are dependent on natural resource extraction have begun 
to explore economic opportunities that may be developed through economic diversification 
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into tourism ventures (Campbell, 1994; Wright, 1996). Sensing the need to control access to 
and development of natural resources in order to direct local development to meet community 
needs, local stakeholders have begun to demand an active role in planning. They often employ 
a shared decision-making planning process for public lands and resources, such as Land and 
Resource Management Planning (hereafter referred to as LRMP), and other land planning 
systems employing shared-use management protocols (Integrated Resource Planning 
Committee, 1993; Wilson et al, 1996). These shared-use land and resource planning systems 
were an evolution of earlier resource management practises that encouraged more inclusive 
planning participation (Born & Sonzogni, 1995). This more integrated approach to resource 
management was driven both by the complexity of environmental conditions with synergistic 
relationships, and the demands of multiple human agents with competing pressures on the 
environment. 
While debate still exists about definitions of integrated resource management, Born 
and Sonzogni, (1995) provide a useful definition. They identify four critical dimensions 
including: 1) comprehensive, 2) interconnective, 3) strategic, and 4) interactive and 
coordinative (Born & Sonzogni, p. 169, 1995). Three of these dimensions identify the 
planning process, while the last dimension illustrates how it is implemented. 
Comprehensive addresses who and what should be included in the planning process. 
Born & Sonzogni (1995) consider this to encompass all factors including the biophysical, 
chemical, and human stakeholders in an ecological system. Comprehensive views all of the 
critical and established components of an ecosystem, and how they function together, and 
what their interdependence is. In the IRM context, comprehensive is considered to include all 
socio-economic factors that impact upon natural environments. Born & Sonzogni (1995) 
delineate how such comprehensiveness can be accommodated by recognising the need to 
separate issues at a spatial scale. That is, to encapsulate issues within boundaries of a bio-
geographical nature. 
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Interconnectiveness applies to the interrelationships and linkages between the 
component parts of natural systems. Those factors identified in the comprehensive dimension 
are assessed as to how they interrelate with each other. These relationships are of both a 
symbiotic and a conflicting nature. Interrelationships can be addressed by analytical tools such 
as geographic information systems or systems analysis that assess the interrelationships. 
These tools quantify relationships or values so as to establish the planning importance of the 
component parts (Born & Sonzogni, 1995). 
The strategic dimension is likened to a filtering system. This approach seeks to make 
the integrated planning approach adaptive, anticipatory, and attuned to the realities of the 
politico-economic decision-making structure. It recognises the extreme complexity of 
planning on a scale that encompasses biophysical, chemical, and human interlinkages, and 
seeks to reconcile the broad environmental focus, with the requisite planning and decision-
making process. Strategic is a method of determining the critical aspects of the situation, and 
deriving a planning orientation (Born & Sonzogni, 1995). 
The interactive and coordinative component is the action dimension that details how 
IRM is to be undertaken. Stakeholders are interdependent and due to their mutual dependence 
upon a resource, and the impact management planning has on their positions, multiple 
components must be assessed within each planning decision. That is, any one resource 
allocation will impact upon numerous biophysical and human relationships, and predicate 
planning intervention to limit collateral impacts. This necessitates a sharing of information 
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and a recognition of the need to agree upon common outcomes. The key to accepting common 
outcomes is the collaborative planning approach that is adopted (Born & Sonzogni, 1995). 
One of the primary collaborative resource management approaches adopted in BC has 
been the LRMP planning system. This system encourages planning that emphasises 
community participation and management control through multiple environmental, socio-
economic, and ecological dimensions (Owen, 1998). The broad public acceptance of land and 
resource management policy objectives is an inherent goal ofLRMP. A primary aim of 
planning is to balance demand and capacity so that conflicts are minimised and resources are 
most effectively utilised with the least deterioration of the resource base (Pigram & Jenkins, 
1994). Encouraging public participation both provides a voice to the public as to their specific 
needs and provides a rationale for the future. Owen (1998) identified the publics' concern that 
government or industry lacked a comprehensive plan as to how the forestry resource would be 
maintained over the long-term as instrumental to the overwhelming demand for broader 
planning participation. As these public parties have gained legitimate rights of access to 
publicly owned lands they have stimulated the push for inclusion of public user groups in the 
initial stages of planning rather than after resource allocation decisions have been made. 
The recognition that all parties with a legitimate stake in an issue must be invited to 
participate in planning decisions is a foundation of LRMP and one of the critical dimensions 
ofiRM planning. Duffy et al. (1998), in an analysis of shared decision-making for land and 
resource planning, differentiated between two forms of stakeholder negotiation: positional 
negotiation where participants define themselves by needs, desires or concerns, and interest-
based negotiation where participants recognise the difference in values and seek a common 
ground upon which to seek out agreement. These two forms of negotiation define the 
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commonly accepted bi-polar negotiation types. The former is a game of win or lose, while the 
latter is focussed on finding a common or acceptable middle ground (Institute for 
Participatory Management and Planning, 1994). The latter option does not preclude one group 
appearing to gain a more advantageous decision in comparison to another, but also suggests 
that accommodation can be made. The result is often a modification of one desire for another, 
such as preservation for one area while allowing harvesting in a different region, or a change 
in types of activity. LRMP approaches are very amenable to this type of negotiation. This has 
already been successfully followed in the Wells-Barkerville area where forest harvest 
practices have been modified near popular cross-country ski trails in order to limit viewscape 
impacts, while lesser desired recreational areas have seen increased harvesting. 
A strength of public participation in LRMP can be the identification of competing or 
complementary land or resource use practises, and the integration of these uses for the same 
landscape (Pigram & Jenkins, 1994). This failed to occur in the Cariboo-Chilcotin CORE 
process, where tourism representatives felt that the government imposed land use plan failed 
to address some of the essential landscape needs of the industry. These needs included 
provision of access corridors, and protection of lake shores, viewscapes, and wilderness areas 
(Williams et al. 1998). Thus, while the tourism industry was amenable to inclusive land use 
practises, they had priority needs that had to be addressed in order to gain their support for 
land use allocations. It was felt that these needs were not met, resulting in the perception that 
the public participatory model was not successful. 
Multi-stakeholder planning processes are both lengthy and complex. Integrating 
technical, social, and environmental information, such processes require a dedication of 
resources and personnel unparalleled in previous land-planning systems (Owen, 1998). Such 
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systems also require a breadth ofknowledge and understanding of multiple planning issues 
for all LRMP participants seldom previously encountered. Both the strength and weakness of 
IRM planning processes has often been recognised as the same thing: the understanding and 
integration of a diverse database of information in land and resource use determination 
(Owen, 1998). The common method of demarcating the diversity of knowledge has been to 
limit the spatial planning component to a manageable level. In the case ofthis study, the 
Wells-Barkerville area. 
Many different public groups may have an interest in the land and resource 
management processes that occur in the Cariboo-Chilcotin. Significant controversy exists 
about who may participate in resource planning. Often the lengthy procedural process of 
LRMP, complexity of planning issues, and potential combative nature of planning discussions 
discourages participation. These challenges often mean that public participation is restricted to 
those with substantial resources, or representing significant user groups, and of local 
residency. Thus, while many tourists may reside near Barkerville and be considered same-day 
visitors, and thus residents, their ability to participate in a LRMP is limited. Indeed, 
Barkerville management considers visitors who must drive over two hundred kilometres one 
way to visit the site as being same day visitors. Carey (1987) uses a geographic definition of a 
resident-base for an event or attraction as including any household within an area that allows 
its members to visit the event and return home within one day. Moscardo (1992), in a study of 
visitors to Australian museums, found that visitors returning to their homes on the same day 
were coming from areas more than three hours drive away. Most tourism bodies, including the 
WTO and provincial tourism authorities refer to such a visitor as an excursionist (Chadwick, 
1987; Province ofBC, 199la). The ability to make a same day visit to a tourism site or 
participate in planning systems that impact upon tourism resource quality are two very 
different factors. 
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Incorporation of public or user attitudes within resource management plans is also 
desirable as a marketing and management tool to more accurately assess where limited 
management resources can best be applied. Significant attitudinal research to date on 
recreational visitor attitudes has indicated that often managers may hold different expectations 
towards visitor attitudes or needs than actually exist (Bright, 1997; Vining & Ebreo, 1991; 
Vining, 1992). Attitudinal data collection for potential heritage trail visitors can provide 
valuable insight into the implications of many resource management decisions prior to their 
implementation. Previous research has indicated that when the public is consulted, has an 
active voice in, and receives regular communication of ongoing planning processes they are 
more supportive of the eventual outcomes (Penrose, Day, & Roseland, 1998; Robinson, 
Hawley, & Robson, 1997). As public planning participation is still in its infancy, methods of 
inclusive planning must still be developed and evaluated (Institute for Participatory 
Management and Planning, 1994). 
The Cariboo-Chilcotin CORE Experience 
The Cariboo-Chilcotin region, in which much of the remaining Cariboo Wagon Road 
can be found, was among the first BC regions to undertake a CORE planning process. 
Previous regional land planning paradigms had concentrated on specific resource uses, with 
management plans developed through the responsible BC ministry, utilising professionally 
certified expertise to develop rational, scientifically based management applications. Often 
this was done in concert with resource harvesters, primarily with the focus on long-term 
timber harvesting to the exclusion of non-commercial uses of the landbase (Penrose, Day & 
44 
Roseland, 1998). Multiple conflict between various resource harvesting users of the resource 
base, the general recreating public, and a multitude of commercial recreational and tourism 
interests precipitated the government's call for a more consensual land planning format 
(Williams, Penrose, & Hawkes, 1998). 
This resulted in a Cariboo-Chilcotin regional land planning process, which was 
convened by CORE, and ran from August 1992 to March 1994 (Penrose et al. 1998). The 
mandate was to develop a regional level, strategic land use plan. The process involved a broad 
spectrum of regional interests in a shared decision-making process to decide land use and 
related social, environmental, and economic policies. The planning process had three distinct 
phases: phase 1, in which the negotiating committees and the table was formed lasted four 
months; phase 2, lasting thirteen months involved negotiation of procedural and substantive 
issues; and phase 3 culminated in two broad negotiating groups developing separate land use 
plans (Penrose et al, 1998). The goal was to reach a final consensus based land use plan. 
The linch-pin of such consensus based planning is shared decision-making. Shared 
decision-making was defined by CORE as "on a certain set of issues, for a defined period of 
time, those with authority to make a decision and those who will be affected by the decision 
are empowered to jointly seek an outcome that accommodates rather than compromises the 
interests of all concerned" (CORE, 1994, p.25). Consensus is defined by the English Oxford 
Dictionary (Simpson & Weiner, eds., 1989, p760) as "agreement in opinion; the collective 
unanimous opinion of a number of person". A consensus based land and resource use plan 
calling for unanimous agreement amongst CORE stakeholders proved to be unworkable in the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin, and the eventual outcome of the CORE mandated process was a 
government imposed land use plan that satisfied few of the planning participants. The 
government imposed plan was an amalgam of the many proposals and positions that were 
presented during the two year process. While contentious, the plan did represent a new 
approach to determining methods of land and resource allocation. 
Public Participation and the LRMP Process 
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Lack of perceived accountability in natural area management planning has been the 
primary contentious issue that has affected recent methods of decision-making for public land 
management in North America and Australia (Owen, 1998; Turner, 1994). The public, as the 
owners of the resource, have been expanding their uses and dependence on natural landscapes, 
and have come to expect a role in how resources are allocated. However, rather than a 
homogenous 'whole', the public can be considered a conglomeration of many user groups 
with often competing demands on the landscape. This further complicates the process of 
public participation, as all those with a stake in land and resource planning are often not 
automatically visible to traditional planners. This visibility may be hampered by lack of 
political awareness for any group, the size of the user group, cohesiveness and organisational 
capability of members, and the ability to participate in planning processes. 
The CORE process and similar planning systems are considered to deviate from 
previous resource planning systems by providing a structurally more open decision-making 
process. That is, all interested individuals or parties may view the on-going planning process 
through open planning sessions, a series of open-houses and public information meetings and 
other opportunities (Institute for Participatory Management and Planning, 1994). Participation 
in decision making power does not lie with the public, but with a group of identified 
stakeholders drawn from a diverse set of interest groups. 
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Penrose et al. (1998) describe the formation of various participating publics within the 
CORE process as comprising interest sectors that have a constituency, assign a negotiating or 
planning committee from this contingent, which then designates a spokesperson to participate 
in the planning round table. The diversity of constituencies is dependent upon the affiliation a 
group feels with other publics. Thus, while nature based tourism may represent one broad 
sector, in planning terms it represented four separate committees and representatives. 
Similarly, both miners and foresters differentiated themselves by independent small 
contractors (or placer miners), from that of the large industry positions. This culminated in 
twenty-four public sectors being represented, yet fundamentally divided by the use or 
dependency upon the resource base (Penrose et al. 1998). 
Recreational and Industrial Uses of Public Lands 
Within BC, most recreational and industrial resource activities occur on public lands. 
Often, multiple parties demand access to the same land base. The incorporation of multiple 
needs within the same resource areas has become a primary goal of many resource planners 
and managers (Robinson et al. 1997). Different users of a landbase may have inherently 
different attitudes towards what are acceptable uses, or what are acceptable levels of impacts 
from multiple uses. Visitor surveys have long been applied to research on public lands to 
determine acceptable and unacceptable impacts from multi-use conflict; this research has 
consistently been directed at recreational uses and has tended to be post-impact (Botterill & 
Crompton, 1996; Hull, Stewart, & Yi, 1992). Information needs for planning processes now 
evolving in BC require demand use data prior to decision making. 
Protocols exist for integrated resource planning which allows for controlled resource 
harvesting in areas popular with recreationists. In Ontario's oldest park, Algonquin Provincial 
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Park, forestry has been a mainstay of the local economy for many years. Commercial cutting 
of forests has occurred while visitation rates to Algonquin Park have continued to increase. 
Since both tourism and logging play significant roles in the local economy, local and 
provincial stakeholders emphasised the necessity for a planning format that would represent 
all voices. The basic principle of compatible activities centred on the spatial and temporal 
separation of tourism and logging activities. The overall planning goals for management of 
the park thus centred on creating compatible standards of resource use. These standards of 
multiple resource use were determined through the input of many concerned stakeholders 
(Eagles & Martins, 1997). 
This combined format of resource development activities with recreation or tourism is 
common in Europe (Aronsson, 1994; Phillips & Tubridy, 1994). Until recently in Canada, 
public lands were often primarily dedicated to single use purposes. Secondary users of crown 
lands had little or no voice in planning matters (Owen, 1998). With increasing demands on 
public lands, the responsible governing bodies have now turned to more inclusive planning 
processes in an effort to extract the maximum beneficial use of public lands with the least 
detrimental impact. 
The identification of concerned stakeholders has often proven problematic in resource, 
recreation, or tourism management fields. Who to include in discussions or planning 
processes, what information to collect, or disseminate, and how to reach the intended audience 
are just some of the challenges planners face. Recreation managers primarily solicit the views 
of a user group by surveying or interviewing them while they are recreating. Such studies 
have evaluated encounter norms for recreationists (Lewis, Lime, & Anderson, 1996), conflict 
between recreationists and stock users on US Forest Service Lands (Johnson, Wallace, & 
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Mitchell, 1997; Watson, Niccolucci, & Williams, 1994), and environmental attitudes and site 
management preferences (Jurowski, Uysal, Williams, & Noe, 1995). Managers seek such 
information from recreationists in order to alleviate existing problems, or in fewer cases, to 
avoid potential problems. The ability to reveal attitudes and expectations of existing and 
potential user groups is a powerful force in setting and monitoring management objectives. 
2.6 Summary 
Heritage designation is a validation of a resource as vital to the ongoing history of a 
region and its population. Recently, the public has begun to view historical resources as 
integrated into the landscape and not separated by it. This has been acted upon by government 
officials responsible for the preservation and interpretation of historical resources by 
integrating landscapes into the overall heritage resources of the nation. As heritage 
landscapes, historical sites based in culturally modified environments have begun to play an 
important role in both national and provincial park systems. 
Heritage trails however, offer unique challenges to heritage planners due to their linear 
fashion, traversing both public and private lands. In an era of reduced heritage preservation 
budgets, where funding for land expropriation is negligible, heritage trails require the 
coordination ofboth public and private needs. Many of these trails traverse lands of 
considerable economic worth, often having a lengthy history of resource extraction. These 
conditions necessitate the incorporation of IRM planning processes that address the needs of 
many stakeholders into heritage designation plans. 
The Cariboo Wagon Road is a prime example of the need for IRM planning on public 
lands. As a historical resource of provincial if not national importance, it has occupied the 
public mind for some time. Presently, ongoing land planning processes, while recognising the 
value of the heritage resources in the region, have not addressed how multiple stakeholder 
needs will be satisfied. There is a dearth of technical, historical, and social data on the value 
of this proposed heritage trail and how it can be accommodated in an era of competing 
resource needs. 
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Identifying and acting upon user expectations is a strategy to meet the satisfactions of 
not only tourists or recreationists, but also stakeholders in LRMP processes. Quantifying the 
expectations of the visiting public will aid in the acquisition of presently scarce technical and 
social data on development of the trail and by recognising the expectations of various 
planning stakeholders will reduce some of the inherent LRMP challenges. Throughout this 
study, it will become evident that expectations of all parties form the foundation of either 
planning conflict or consensus. 
LRMP has become one of the more common planning paradigm' s for shared-use resource 
decision-making in BC at the end of the twentieth century. This shift in planning systems was 
precipitated by active public resistance to previous non-consultative resource planning 
processes that failed to more than cursorily address secondary uses of natural landscapes. 
LRMP encourage IRM processes through recognition of the economic value of multiple uses 
of the landscape, recognition that some natural attributes have significant unpriced values to 
the public, emphasise the benefits of shared decision-making, and offer the ability to adjust 
planning values to changing social and environmental conditions. Shared decision-making is 
encouraged through stakeholder participation in regional and sub-regional scale planning. 
Stakeholder's represent specific interest groups within the general populace and the 
legitimisation of decision-making lies in the diversity of public representation covered by 
these parties. 
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Chapter Three 
Methods 
3.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to develop a method of surveying heritage visitors 
expectations for certain trail characteristics that could be encountered if they were to travel on 
a Cariboo Wagon Road heritage trail. These characteristics as addressed in the survey 
included recreational encounter types, and noise and viewscape impacts from industrial uses 
including forestry and mining. A secondary purpose was to evaluate the manner in which 
various stakeholder parties involved in sub-regional planning that include local trail systems, 
analyse or incorporate survey data into planning decisions. This was achieved through a series 
of interviews with primary stakeholders in land planning processes in the region through 
which the proposed heritage trail transits. 
3.2 Research Methods 
Surveys 
Questionnaires are a common research method used in the outdoor recreation and 
tourism field (Cannon, 1987; Webb & Worchel, 1993). Surveys or questionnaires are a 
method of gathering information from a sample of individuals and extrapolating the gathered 
information to a much larger representative population. To be representative of the overall 
population a sample may not be chosen haphazardly, but must rather be chosen through a 
structured method (Dillman, 1978). Each member of the population under study must have a 
measurable chance of being selected from the population. Surveys allow for the study of 
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populations by identifying representative samples of the overall population and collecting data 
on this limited number of individuals (Dillman & Salant, 1994). 
Surveys have the following strengths: flexibility in choosing data collection 
techniques, ability to generalise results to an overall population, low-cost, ability to collect 
large amounts of information, and provision of a high accuracy of results (Pizam, 1987). 
There are three primary methods of administering surveys: mail, personal, and telephone 
surveys. Each type of survey has its advantages and disadvantages and the choice of survey 
method is influenced by the research goals. Factors that must be considered include such 
variables as cost, access to the sample population, sample size, length of survey, and expected 
levels of respondent co-operation (Salant & Dillman, 1994). 
The advantages of a mail survey are its ability to reach the intended audience and the 
relatively low cost involved. Disadvantages include relatively low response rates and lack of 
additional feedback if the survey design proves difficult for the audience to comprehend. 
Thus, low response rates may be lack of interest or lack of comprehension, yet the researcher 
will be unaware of reasons for low response. Pre-testing of the survey design may help to 
overcome this concern (de Vaus, 1991). 
Telephone surveys offer access to a wide audience as well (all those possessing 
phones), may be quickly distributed, and are still relatively inexpensive (Salant & Dillman, 
1994). They can face barriers in respondent fatigue if the survey is lengthy or questions are 
confusing or difficult. 
In-person surveys (or site intercept) are often more expensive than the other two 
methods outlined here, but offer many strengths. In-person surveys allow the collection of 
more complex information, may be necessary when the sample population is unknown or not 
accessible through other means, and allow for lengthy, more descriptive survey questions 
(Baker, Rozier Jr., & Rogers, 1994). Again, a weakness can be respondent fatigue if the 
survey is lengthy or difficult. 
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A survey research method was selected for this thesis due to the large size of the 
population under study, the ability to analyse the variables of concern through a sample 
population, and the additional cost of other research methods. The self-administered mailout 
survey was selected for this study for the following reasons: ability to collect a representative 
sample in the research time allotted, the concern over non-response on-site due to potential 
constraints upon the respondents (time or weather), and the elimination of interviewer bias. 
Addresses for the mailout survey were collected by the author and a research assistant 
at the Barkerville Heritage Townsite Provincial Park. Procedures for address collection and all 
materials used were standardised, and training in these procedures for the research assistant 
occurred on-site and were administered by the author. All data collection materials used on-
site, which included the introduction speech, the address collection sheet, an explanatory map 
outlining the trail location for potential respondents and concluding remarks, were developed 
by the author. 
Respondents 
The site of the respondent address collection was Barkerville, a provincial historic 
townsite park that receives approximately 100,000 visitors over a twelve week period during 
the summer (personal communication, Jim Worton, Manager, Barkerville Historic Townsite, 
July 31, 1997). The respondents were systematically selected by approaching every eighth 
adult site visitor and requesting that they participate in a mailout survey. Systematic sampling 
is a form of probability sampling which involves the selection of successive sampling units at 
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a specified interval, and is often considered a good approximation of random sampling (de 
Vaus, 1991). To be eligible, respondents had to be of at least age sixteen, able to communicate 
in the English language, and express a willingness to participate. If the eighth person selected 
was ineligible due to age, then the interviewer selected the following adult in the same party. 
If this person declined to participate then the interviewer returned to asking every eighth adult. 
The approach site for participation in the survey was at the entrance/interpretation centre, 
where people had to transit in order to enter or exit the site. The centre provided the advantage 
of being under cover during inclement weather. Non-participation rates for the survey were 
tracked by seven non-response codes (see Appendix 1) and by the weather condition's on the 
address collection date. The on-site refusal rate to participate in the survey was 35.6%, 
representing 331 people in the overall intercepted population. Overall the most often cited 
reason for non-participation was not wanting to participate (code 3 on the response sheet), 
with not being competent in English (code 1) being the next most frequently cited reason. 
Weather did not appear to have a substantial adverse effect upon response rates, perhaps 
because of the sheltered collection site, and the limited duration of intercept. 
The participant intercept took no more then three to four minutes from initiation of the 
contact to completion. The information required was confirmation of willingness to 
participate, sex of respondent (filled in by interviewer), number of previous visits to the site in 
the last three years and mailing address; residency information was taken from the supplied 
address. 
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Sample Size 
The survey was administered over a period of twenty-one days. During this it was 
estimated that weekdays would have visitation rates of approximately 400 adults, and 
weekend rates would approach 700 adults (personal communication, Colleen Chadsey, 
Revenue Clerk, Barkerville Historic Townsite, 11 August 1997). Using a systematic sampling 
procedure the thesis proponent expected to collect a minimum of 30 addresses per weekday 
and forty-five on weekends. This was based on the assumption of an approximately 40% 
refusal rate. This refusal rate was verified by an on-site pre-test of address collection 
techniques prior to the start of the field study. The rate of non-collection took into account 
those adults bypassing the interviewer while he/she was with a respondent. The final desired 
sample size was approximately 300 individuals completing questionnaires. This would 
provide for sub-sample populations of a minimum 50 based on up to four residency codes 
(local, other BC, rest of Canada, and international). 
Adams and Schvaneveldt (1991) and de Vaus (1991) contend that minimum sub-
samples from anN of 30 to 50 are necessary in terms of just statistics. Similar relevant survey 
research would indicate that non-response rates up to 50% are common with mailout surveys 
(Baker, Rozier Jr, & Rogers, 1994; Dillman 1978; and Fowler, 1995). Thus, a total sample 
size of 600 adults was likely to provide adequate sub-sample sizes. 
Mailout surveys are vulnerable to concerns over non-response and resulting bias of the 
sample. A standard social sciences mailout survey procedures was followed with a subsequent 
two part follow-up mailout for those failing to respond to the initial mailout. The design 
followed a modified Dillman approach: (1) an initial mailout included a mail-back 
questionnaire, an enclosed stamped return envelope, a letter explaining the reason for the 
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survey, and a postcard ofBarkerville as an incentive; (2) a second mailout including a 
replacement survey, stamped return envelope, and a letter emphasising the importance of 
hearing from all respondents; and (3) a final mailout with a more strongly worded letter 
emphasising the importance of the research, a replacement questionnaire, and a stamped 
return envelope (Dillman, 1978). Previous research indicates a 50% response rate can be 
expected after these subsequent mailouts and that further efforts will not produce results (Berg 
& Latin, 1994; de Vaus, 1991; Veal, 1992). 
A total of 595 addresses were collected over a three week period through August-
September 1997 at Barkerville. Fourteen surveys were returned unopened from the initial 
mailout because of incorrect addresses or other reasons resulting in a final sample size of 581. 
From a sample size of581, 445 questionnaires were completed and returned, for a response 
rate of76.6%. Dillman and Salant (1994) state that 30-60% response rates can be expected 
utilising their three mailout approach system, dependent on the audience, and incentive 
offered to participate. Similar recreation or heritage trail mailout surveys have reported survey 
response rates within these parameters (Moore & Barthlow, 1998). No obvious trends in non-
response were evident from review of the address and demographic data of the overall sample 
population, though Europeans proved to have the lowest response rate at 65%. 
3.3 Instrumentation 
The questionnaire included twenty-nine questions with 89 items (see Appendix 2). The 
questionnaire was predominately composed of close-ended questions on encounter types, 
demographic information, and expectations of impacts from industrial activity. Open-ended 
questions pertaining to personal preferences for recreational experiences and certain 
viewpoints towards industrial use (noise and viewscape effects) were also included to ensure 
respondents were able to adequately respond to attribute characteristics using their own 
descriptive responses. 
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The survey was pre-tested on a group of university students as a convenience sample 
to maximise validity and reliability. The students were instructed to comment on their 
comprehension of the survey, order of questions, clarity oflanguage in the questions, whether 
multiple responses were possible for any question, and the clarity of the instructions for the 
survey. Results indicated that the wording of several questions was unclear as well as clarity 
of choices between responses for several questions. 
Questions that were indicated as problematic by the pre-test were examined by the 
author and his adviser, and were reworded for clarity as needed. As the survey was also to be 
administered to a population whose first language was not English, the revised survey was 
then pre-tested with a number of international students at the University ofNorthem BC. 
The questionnaire was designed with three dependent variables: recreational user 
encounters, impacts from noise, and impacts from viewing resource extractive activities 
(logging and mining). Respondents were asked what their expectations would be if they were 
to use a heritage trail historically and geographically linked to Barkerville. The independent 
variables included: residency, importance ofheritage tourism to the respondent, sex, and 
education. 
The questionnaire design advances research from a previous survey of Barkerville 
visitors (Williams, Tompkins, & Dossa, 1994). This on-site survey, commissioned by the 
Heritage Properties branch ofthe Ministry of Small Business, Tourism and Culture, provided 
a profile of the socio-demographic, behavioural, and attitudinal characteristics of visitors to 
Barkerville. The present thesis goes beyond this work to analyse expectations for a related 
historical recreational trail. The work of Williams et al (1994) explored the desire of visitors 
to have subsidiary or relevant historical resources within Barkerville; it did not however, 
explore the desire for complementary resources outside the Barkerville environs. 
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Due to the size of the sample population and the amount of time required to complete 
the questionnaire (15-20 minutes) a mailout survey was considered desirable in order to limit 
non-response rates. The attempt to intercept respondents as they were leaving the site (due to 
the necessity of prior heritage experience) was considered to be too great a challenge because 
of respondent or site circumstances. 
Each questionnaire was accompanied by a letter briefly explaining the purpose of the 
study, and instructions necessary to complete the survey (see Appendix 3). In addition, 
follow-up questionnaires for non-respondents were accompanied by reminder letters three 
weeks after the initial, and then the subsequent mailing (see Appendix 3). The reminder letters 
were utilised to improve response rates by reminding participants of their initial agreement to 
partake in the survey. While anonymous, all return envelopes were numerically coded to 
ensure subsequent mailings were only sent to non-respondents. Participants were told in the 
letters that the results would be made available to them at the conclusion of the study if they 
requested information. 
Questionnaire Design 
Previous recreation surveys that explored respondents' expectations for a recreational 
experience have targeted issues of crowding, need of solitude, landscape preferences, or 
performance expectations in the tourism industry (Baker & Fesenmaier, 1997; Cho, 1998; 
Fenton, Young, & Johnson, 1998; Hull IV, Stewart, & Yi, 1992; Johnson, Anderson, & 
Fomell, 1995; Mowen, Graefe, & Williams, 1998; Schreyer, Lim, & Williams, 1984; Webb & 
Worchel, 1993). While useful for supporting literature and design of certain questions, these 
other surveys proved inadequate for exploring the specific relationship examined in this 
research. 
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Section A of the questionnaire included three questions that inquired about 
respondents' previous visits to Barkerville, other heritage sites and previous visits to heritage 
trails and museum or cultural centre with an attached heritage trail. The fmal question 
provided valuable information to Barkerville Heritage Townsite management when exploring 
the connection ofheritage trails to museums. A simple definition ofheritage trails was 
provided for the respondent: "heritage trails were defined as routes that show us how our 
ancestors or previous cultures lived and worked (e.g., trading networks, exploration routes, or 
transportation links such as railways, waterways, or roads, amongst others)". 
Section B was designed to reveal respondents' attitudes and expectations regarding a 
variety of trail conditions. This section proposed a series of conditions that might be found on 
the trail and asked for respondents' attitudes to each of these conditions. The questions gauged 
attitudes towards recreational encounter types and noise or viewscape impacts from logging or 
mining. Question 4 identified the importance of visiting historical sites to the respondents 
overall interest in tourism as one of the expectancy level variables under investigation. 
Section C collected information on the participants' experiences at Barkerville, and 
general demographic information to be used in categorising sub-groups. This data was used to 
reveal expectation levels for the respondent's site visit experiences and to segment visiting 
populations. Questions 16 17, 18, 19, and 24 were included to determine expectancy levels of 
respondents. 
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Issues of Validity and Reliability 
A critical component of sampling procedure validity is whether the individuals being 
surveyed represent the target group. The focus of the expectancy questionnaire incorporated 
the concern over validity by targeting existing gold rush heritage visitors to Barkerville (the 
nearest heritage location to the trail). This group has already expressed an interest in historical 
tourism with a gold rush era emphasis and it was hypothesised that they would be potential 
visitors to a gold rush era heritage trail. The trail can offer opportunities both for self-guided 
and guided excursions over a twenty kilometer section of the trail, with or without transport 
supplied. Visitors to Barkerville formed a valid group on which to conduct a survey, as they 
could be partaking in guided or non-guided excursions. 
Measurement and Analysis Procedures 
Ratings for each attribute were ranked using a five-point Likert type scale with values 
ranging from very high importance (1) to very low importance (5). Likert type questions are 
widely used in social science research, in both studies of fact and attitudinal studies (Jackson, 
1988). An issue is whether Likert scales, considered to be an ordinal variable can be 
statistically treated as interval scales. Labovitz (1970) states that empirical evidence supports 
the treatment of ordinal variables as if they conform to interval scales. Singleton, Straits and 
Straits (1993) support this contention, considering Likert scaling as representing the entire 
range of the underlying continuum to the same degree. The use of more powerful, sensitive, 
and more clearly interpretable statistics will also offset any small error that may derive from 
this conversion (Labovitz, 1970). While intervals between items may not all be equal with 
Likert scales, researchers treat them as such since most statistical techniques are not affected 
by minor deviations (Albaum, Best, & Hawkins, 1977 as cited by Mitra & Lankford, 1999). 
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Respondents' scores were used to assess the overall importance of each variable to the 
respondents' expectations of what affects trail enjoyment. Lower expectations of trail quality 
or a reported greater acceptance of seeing or hearing industrial activities could be affected by 
many variables. Responses to the open-ended questions categorised answers by most-to-least 
often cited response. The format of the survey provided for a range or scope of responses that 
would not be available through the use of close-ended questions only. 
3.4 Interview Procedures 
Seven semi-structured interviews were conducted with individuals representing the 
primary stakeholders in the planning process revolving around lands bordering the proposed 
heritage trail. These interviewees consisted of a heritage manager, board member of the local 
historical society, board member of the local recreation and tourism association, forest 
industry representative, mining representative, and regional land planning officials 
(represented by various departments within the BC Forests Ministry). 
All individuals were identified as significant to the ongoing planning process, and 
have a history of participation in previous regional planning processes. The heritage manager 
was directly responsible for managing heritage resources connected to the Cariboo Wagon 
Road. The historical society is the primary non-government organisation regionally involved 
in heritage preservation efforts. The local recreation and tourism association develops trails in 
the region and promotes tourism development. The Forest industry representative is 
responsible for operations on lands that the Cariboo Wagon Road traverses. The forest 
ministry officials are responsible for harvest plans that occur in the region with some 
members also acting as the responsible agency for regional land planning. The mining 
representative is an employee of the energy and mines ministry responsible for planning 
participation and familiar with regional placer mining operators. Question 15 of the survey 
also inquired as to the public evaluation of the importance of these participants' opinions 
when developing a trail management plan. 
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Interviewees were supplied with a copy of the survey that was utilised for quantitative 
data, a report on the results of the survey prepared by the author, a covering letter explaining 
the nature of the research, and a list of eleven questions (see Appendix 4 for list of questions). 
Participants were asked to respond to the questions and were also provided with sufficient 
time to expand upon any topics they felt pertinent to the issues at stake. All interviews were in 
person, or in limited cases of availability, through telephone communications. Participants 
were notified that they could refuse to continue participation at any time, and could refuse to 
answer any questions they chose. All conversations were taped and interviewees were notified 
of this fact. Again, interviewees were informed that they had the right to request that their 
session not be taped, and this would be respected. No interviewee requested this. Interviewees 
were informed that all conversations were anonymous, and no individual would be identified 
in any way in the thesis documentation. All documents pertaining to this study passed an 
ethics review process prior to the onset of the fieldwork. 
The interviews were analysed with the use of content analysis. Content analysis is 
considered a set of methods for analysing the symbolic content of any communication 
(Singleton et al. 1993). Responses were coded into principal themes, and then further analysed 
into sub-themes. The use of a semi-structured interview format allows the author to develop 
content categories by relating the characteristics of responses against questions being asked. 
Thus, patterns of responses, and critical words and subjects were assigned separate categories, 
and analysed by the role of the interviewee as stakeholder. 
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Owen (1998) refers to the position that each stakeholder in a shared decision-making 
planning process adopts and represents as being critical to how participant roles influence the 
nature of stakeholder provided information. This information supplied by the interviewees 
was reduced down into certain patterns and categories. This approach is similar to how data is 
developed and analysed in multi-stakeholder planning processes (Penrose, Day, & Roseland 
1998). Creswell (1994) refers to the breaking down of data into smaller pieces in order that it 
may emerge into a larger more consolidated picture when all analysis has been tabulated. 
3.5 Choice of Methods 
IRM planning processes rely on multiple methods to reach agreement on land planning 
problems, as well as to develop solutions to these problems. Basing the theoretical 
development of this study's methods upon such combined methodological techniques, it is the 
intention to imitate the processes and successes ofiRM planning. Not dependent upon any 
one format of data, methods employed here include both qualitative and quantitative 
approaches. This study needed to combine multiple methods as differing types of data were 
used to investigate the planning problem, and the multiple methods resulted in the final 
clarification of the original study problem. 
3.6 Summary 
The employment of a survey to collect quantitative data fills an identified gap in 
planning research needs. For this study it also provided the most effective method of reaching 
a diverse heritage visitor population, allowed collection of a vast amount of data, and 
quantified resource use impacts not previously evaluated. The expectations of heritage visitors 
towards development of a heritage trail management design plan were investigated through 
use of a mailout survey. A systematic intercept of every eighth adult visiting the Barkerville 
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Historic Townsite Provincial Park resulted in the collection of 581 valid addresses. A total of 
445 questionnaires were received for a response rate of76.6%. 
Interviews provide a depth of information often not available with survey methods, but 
with a limited sample size. For the purposes of this study, collecting interview data from a 
variety of stakeholder planning parties was the most effective method of evaluating the 
intricacies ofLRMP type planning systems. The interviewees represent a full spectrum of 
parties that have previously participated in shared-use planning in the region. 
Chapter Four 
Data Analysis 
4.1 Introduction 
The analysis portion of this study is separated into two sections. The first section is a 
quantitative evaluation ofheritage site visitors' attitudes towards recreational and industrial 
uses of the land surrounding a proposed heritage trail. This data was evaluated using both 
non-parametric and parametric statistics to assess expectations about potential impacts. The 
second section is a qualitative examination ofhow regional land planning stakeholders view 
the information collected in the survey, how they might make use of said information with 
respect to their own planning needs, and how they envision visitors' attitudes being 
incorporated within the final land planning implementation stage. 
4.2 Screening the Data 
Coding of the survey data was carried out after initial review of the first mailback 
replies. Open-ended questions (specifically questions 6, 12, and 13) had numerous response 
codes, including an "other" category for non-identified responses. Non-dichotomous close-
ended questions were coded on a Likert scale of 1 to 5, other than questions 15, 21 and 27 
which did not employ a Likert scale. 
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The taped interviews with regional land planning stakeholders were transcribed by a 
research assistant using standard transcribing procedures. Coding of the transcriptions was 
based on content analysis. Responses were coded by theme and sub-theme variables identified 
in the transcription. Interviewees had the opportunity throughout the interview process of 
adding additional information, or diverging from the interview format at any time. Each 
participant also received a copy of the interview transcription for their verification as to the 
text content and allowances were made for further input. This did not result in any additions 
or challenges to the transcript records. 
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A primary concern for the reliability of interview data is that a clear formulation of 
content categories and of rules for assigning units to categories is specified at the initiation of 
coding; thus coding procedures were developed at the beginning of the qualitative data 
analysis (Singleton et al, 1993). The purpose of classifying qualitative data for content 
analysis is to accurately relate content categories to one another, or to the content of some 
other variable through prescribed methods (Patton, 1990). Through a literature review and the 
use of semi-structured interviews, primary themes within land planning were identified. This 
study then employed frequency measures to confirm these primary themes. Subsequently, 
sub-themes that both link and differentiate the stakeholder positions were identified through 
content analysis of the interview transcripts. 
4.3 Survey Data Analysis 
Overview of Analyses 
Analysis of Variance (ANOV A) was used to examine mean differences between 
groups (continuous data). In order to identify significant differences using ANOVA it is 
necessary to test for homogeneity of variances between sample groups. Homogeneity of 
variance is the assumption that the variability in scores for a continuous variable is 
approximately the same for all independent variables (Zumbo & Coulombe, 1997). One 
technique of examining this assumption is through the Levene statistic. Violation of 
homogeneity of variance, as demonstrated through the Levene statistic, can bias the F -ratio 
leading to either inflation or deflation of the Type 1 error rate (Zumbo & Coulombe, 1997). In 
situations where homogeneity of variances assumptions are violated it is recommended that 
the Games-Howell test be used to identify significant differences (personal communication, 
Bruno D. Zumbo, 6 April1999). When the Games-Howell test is employed it will be 
indicated in the data analysis. Tukey's HSD post-hoc was employed when assumptions of 
homogeneity of variance were not violated. 
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The t-test was used to identify significant mean differences between two sample 
populations (e.g. male and female) when survey results were given as continuous data. It is 
assumed for the t-test that the variances or standard deviations of the two groups are 
comparable (Mitra & Lankford, 1999). When data was categorical (e.g. length of planning to 
visit site) rather than continuous, Chi-square was employed. Chi-square measures the 
difference between expected and observed frequencies. It tests the null hypothesis that 
proportions between populations are the same. 
Demographic Variables 
Visitors were sub-divided into five residency categories for the purpose of this study: 
(1) local resident, (2) other BC resident, (3) other Canada, (4) USA, and (5) International (all 
but one respondent in this category originated from Europe). For BC residents, the residency 
distinction was applied after consultation with the Barkerville site manager. Day visitors to 
Barkerville originate from as far south as Williams Lake (2.5 hours drive one way), and as far 
north as Prince George (also 2-2.5 hours drive one way). Thus, for this study residents were 
designated as being able to visit the site by automobile with no more than five hours driving 
round trip. This definition differs substantially from that of the World Tourism Organisation, 
which considers a resident visitor to be someone who lives within 80 km (round trip by 
automobile approximately two hours), and returns to their home within twenty-four hours 
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(WTO, 1988). As the data collection site for this study is more than 80 kilometers from most 
habitation sites, this distinction does not apply. Use of this modified definition was validated 
by the survey, where all visitors responded as being willing to drive between a range of3.3 
hours (USA visitors) and 4.6 hours (other BC) for a single day visit. One-way ANOVA 
revealed no statistical differences amongst respondents by residency F (4, 415)= 1.625, 
p=.167). Results also did not differ by sex or "importance of visiting historical sites" 
(question 4). 
Table 1: Characteristics of the Respondents 
Local OtherBC 
Age (n=131) (n=214) 
Mean 40.7 43.2 
Education (yrs) (n=131) (n=214) 
Mean 13.2b 14.0b 
Sex 
Female% 54.5% 50.9% 
Male% 45.5% 49.1% 
Trip 
Characteristics 
Plan to visit? (n=129) (n=214) 
Yes(%) 84.5% 85.5% 
No(%) 15.5% 14.5% 
Length of trip (n=120) (n=210) 
Days (mean) 2.9 11.1 
Days (median) 1.0 8.0 
a: One-way ANOV A stgmficant at p<.OS 
b: One-way ANOV A significant at p<.Ol 
Other Can USA 
(n=29) (n=23) 
43.7 49.0b 
(n=29) (n=23) 
14.2 15.9b 
58.6% 39.1% 
41.4% 60.9% 
(n=29) (n=22) 
62.1% 50.0% 
37.9% 50.0% 
(n=29) (n=23) 
16.6 31.4 
12.0 15.0 
Intl. 
(n=41) 
37.7b 
(n=41) 
14.9 
40.0% 
60.0% 
(n=41) 
65.9% 
34.1% 
(n=40) 
27.3 
27.0 
Table 1 provides a breakdown of respondent demographic and trip characteristics. Age 
and education variables were tested by residency with one way ANOV A and post hoc 
analysis. USA residents proved to be significantly older than international visitors (F 4, 433)= 
4.071, p=.003) and USA residents had significantly more education than Local or Other BC 
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residents (F(4, 429)= 6.607, p=.OOO). Age and education met the assumption ofhomogeneity 
of variance (Levene Statistic). 
As can be seen from length of trip mean and median, Local residents had much shorter 
trips than all other populations. As Barkerville is a popular day visit for local populations this 
is an obvious finding. A Chi-square test for sex revealed no differences by residency (Chi.:. 
square =4.57, p=.334). A Chi-square test for planning to visit the site by residency revealed 
significant differences (Chi-square =29.0, p=.OOO). Both USA and International respondents 
cited the least frequency of previous planning to visit Barkerville. 
Support for H1 was mixed, however; overall visitor demographics of residency, age, 
and sex characteristics were similar to that found in previous surveys at Barkerville, with the 
exception that USA residents were slightly underrepresented (Williams et al. 1994). 
Management at Barkerville suggested that USA visitors may have been underrepresented in 
the 1997 season due to an early summer blockade of an Alaskan ferry in Prince Rupert 
(personal communication, Jim Worton, 9 September 1997). A 1998 summer long on-site 
survey at Barkerville reported USA residents as representing 8.9% of overall visitors 
(increasing back to historic rates), and Europeans were at 7.3% (Field & Thomson, 1998). 
The most frequently cited length of stay for visitors to Barkerville (survey question 21) 
was one day. As can be seen in Table 2, this intuitively makes sense with local populations 
returning home the same day and more distant resident populations spending longer in the 
area. 
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Table 2: Length of Stay at Barkerville 
Local OtherBC Other Can USA Intl. 
(n=131) (n=214) (n=29) (n=23) (n=41) 
Length of stay (%) 
1 Day 70.2 32.9 48.3 36.4 45.0 
2Days 16.8 37.6 31.0 40.9 35.0 
3-7 Days 10.7 23.9 20.7 18.2 15.0 
> 7 Days 2.3 5.6 0 4.5 5.0 
Respondents were asked how far in advance they planned their trip to Barkerville 
(question 16). The planning of the activity is another indicator of trip investment. To simplify 
interpretation of results the following categories were collapsed: no plan, less than one day, 
and one day into 1 day or less; 2-7 days, 8-21 days and 22-31 days into 2-30 days; and 1-3 
months and 3 + months into 1 + months. Significant difference was found with the following 
value: chi-square= 62.2, p= 0.000 (see table 3). H2 is supported as more distant visitors 
reported lengthier planning than Local residents. 
Table 3: Trip Planning to Barkerville 
Local OtherBC Other Can USA Intl. 
(n=131) (n=214) (n=29) (n=23) (n=41) 
Days planning % 
1 day or less 31.8 11.7 27.6 21.7 26.8 
2 days to 30 days 54.3 36.0 27.6 47.8 22.0 
1 +months 14.0 52.3 44.8 30.4 51.2 
Chi-square= 62.2; P = 0.000; Cramer~s V = 0.267 
Visitor Motivations 
The travel motivations of Barkerville visitors were evaluated by assessing the 
"importance of visiting heritage sites in visitors travel plans" by residency. As can be seen in 
Table 4, International visitors placed higher importance on heritage than Local visitors F ( 4, 
426)= 2.659, p=.032). Importance ofheritage met the assumption ofhomogeneity of variance. 
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An independent T-test revealed no differences on "importance ofheritage" by previous visits 
to a heritage trail (question 2). 
Table 4: Importance of Heritage to overall Travel Plans 
Local OtherBC 
(n=131) (n=210) 
Imp. of Heritage 
Mean 3.12 a 2.84 
Std. Dev. 1.12 1.13 
1 = Important on every holiday the respondent takes 
5= Important on none of the holidays respondent takes 
Other Can USA Inti. 
(n=29) (n=22) (n=39) 
3.13 2.77 2.53 3 
1.24 1.34 1.07 
a: One-way ANOV A stgmficant at p<.05 
b: One-way ANOV A significant at p<.01 
Respondents did not differ by personal importance of visiting historical sites on how 
visitors experiences at Barkerville compared to their expectations (see Table 5). No significant 
differences were found (F (4, 428)= 1.677, p=.154). 
Table 5: Importance ofBarkerville by Respondents Heritage Rating 
Every 
holiday 
n=58 
Experiences at 
Barkerville 
Mean 1.75 
Std. Dev. .904 
Importance of 
Barkerville 
Mean 1.60b 
Std. Dev. .560 
1- Very Important 
5= Very unimportant 
Most 
holidays 
n=121 
1.92 
.858 
1.69b 
.617 
Half holidays Some No 
holidays holidays 
n=61 n=183 n=10 
2.04 2.04 2.30 
.845 .894 1.15 
1.88 2.00b 2.40b 
.685 .754 .843 
a: One-way ANOV A stgmficant at p<.05 
b: One-way ANOV A significant at p<.Ol 
Results also did not differ by residency (ANOVA) or by sex (independent T-test). One way 
ANOVA with post hoc analysis was also conducted for question 19 with importance of 
heritage as the independent variable. Significant differences were found between "heritage 
important on every or most holidays" (importance ofBarkerville as higher) than those 
indicating importance ofheritage on some holidays or no holidays F (4, 427)= 7.401, p=.OOO). 
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Both "experiences at Barkerville" and "importance of visit to Barkerville" met the 
assumption ofhomogeneity of variance. That is, those reporting a high personal "importance 
of visiting historical sites to their overall interest in tourism" also report significantly more 
importance of Barkerville to their overall holiday than do those reporting low importance of 
heritage in their tourism activities. 
Recreational Conflicts 
Survey respondents were asked their attitudes towards a variety of potential 
recreational activities that could occur on the heritage trail, as well as their likely season of 
use and personal preference for recreational choice (see Table 6). Question 9 asked 
respondents whether they support or oppose a range of recreational uses on the proposed 
heritage trail. 
Table 6: Support for Recreation Activity 
Local 
(n=130) 
Hikers 1.32 
SD .625 
Horseback 2.22 
SD 1.00 
Horse & Wagon 2.44 
SD 1.05 
Bicycle 2.48 
SD 1.10 
Motorised summer 4.31 
SD .997 
Skiers 1.78 b 
SD .819 
Snowmobile 4.09 
SD 1.13 
1 = Strongly support 
5= Strongly oppose 
OtherBC 
(n=211) 
1.29 
SD .551 
2.26 
SD 1.02 
2.35 
SD .987 
2.63 
SD 1.12 
4.47 
SD .679 
1.87 b 
SD .929 
4.08 
SD 1.06 
Other Can USA Intl. 
(n=29) (n=22) (n=41) 
1.32 1.36 1.51 
SD .475 SD .581 SD .637 
2.37 2.00 2.29 
SD 1.04 SD 1.06 SD .873 
2.48 2.09 2.41 
SD 1.02 SD 1.09 SD .893 
2.62 3.77 2.92 
SD 1.04 SD 1.17 SD .877 
4.41 4.27 4.19 
SD .682 SD 1.03 SD .980 
1.82 b 1.63 b 2.78b 
SD .710 SD .789 SD 1.10 
4.41 3.95 4.24 
SD .824 SD 1.13 SD .916 
a: One-way ANOV A stgmficant at p<.OS 
b: One-way ANOV A significant at p<.Ol 
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As can be seen from Table 6 similar responses were found for all groups with the 
exception of cross country skiing, where international visitors reported less support for the 
activity than all other populations (F (4, 427)= 10.957, p=.OOO). The variable cross-country 
skiing met the assumption ofhomogeneity of variance. Overall, H3 was not supported as 
acceptance of different recreational encounters did not differ between populations except for 
cross-country skiing. 
Heritage visitors predominately preferred non-motorised forms of recreational activity. 
More specifically, 72.9% chose self-propelled summer activities. Horse riding was indicated 
by 2% of respondents as the desired type of recreation travel, while .3% chose motorised 
summer, and .3% motorised winter. It is important to note that 23.8 percent of valid responses 
fell into the other category, indicating multiple recreational choice responses or items not 
provided with a category. 
Table 7: Season of Use by Residency 
Local OtherBC Other Can USA Inti. 
% % % % % 
Summer 18.2 30.8 27.6 34.8 12.2 
Fall 4.5 4.7 3.4 0 7.3 
Spring 0 .9 3.4 0 0 
Summer & Fall 32.6 29.0 24.1 30.4 29.3 
Summer & Winter 7.6 1.9 6.9 0 2.4 
Summer & Spring 3.8 8.4 3.4 0 14.6 
Winter & Fall 1.5 .5 0 0 0 
Winter & Spring 1.5 1.4 0 4.3 2.4 
All seasons 9.1 2.8 10.3 4.3 4.9 
Spring, Summer & Fall 9.8 12.1 17.2 13.0 7.3 
Other 11.4 7.5 3.4 13.0 19.5 
Total n=132 n=214 n=29 n=23 n=41 
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The preferred type of recreational trail use is further supported by question 12, which 
asks the preferred season of trail use (see Table 7). Table 7 indicates that summer was the 
most frequent single season choice (24.9%) while those indicating multiple seasons that 
included summer represented 77.3% of responses. The choice of winter or multiple seasons of 
winter and other (excluding winter and summer at 3.8%) was only 2.3%. These results suggest 
limited involvement in winter activities. 
Impacts from Forestry or Mining Activities 
Respondents were asked a series of questions about potential impacts of industrial 
activities near the trail (questions 5, 11, and 14). Visitors universally opposed mechanised 
logging, mining on the edge of rivers, and hunting (see Table 8). However, horse logging 
received a neutral response from all residency groups. Tourism received the strongest support 
from survey respondents. Results that were significant included, international visitors having 
significantly less opposition to mining on rivers than other BC visitors, F (4,423), = 3.574, 
p=.007, USA visitors having significantly more opposition to guided tourism than local 
visitors F (4,429), =4.154, p=.003, and USA residents having significantly more support for 
non-guided recreation than international residents F (4,428), = 3.184, p=.014. "Mining on 
rivers" and "guided tourism" met the assumption ofhomogeneity of variance. Non-guided 
recreation did not meet the assumption ofhomogeneity of variance; the Games-Howell test 
indicates that the significant difference between populations for "non-guided recreation" lies 
between USA and Other BC (p=.006) and between USA and International (p=.010). Overall, 
using "importance of visiting heritage sites to overall interest in tourism" as an independent 
variable did not reveal differences in responses between groups. 
Table 8 Human Activities on or Near the Trail 
Mechanised logging 
Horse Logging 
Mining on rivers 
Guided tourism 
Hunting activity 
Non-guided recreation 
1 = Strongly support 
5= Strongly oppose 
Local 
(n=130) 
3.68 
SD 1.22 
2.22 
SD .932 
3.56 
SD 1.18 
1.90ab 
SD .792 
3.54 
SD 1.23 
2.07 
SD .985 
OtherBC 
(n=211) 
3.80 
SD 1.13 
2.40 
SD 1.01 
3.76b 
SD 1.09 
2.07 
SD .881 
3.79 
SD 1.17 
2.25b 
SD 1.02 
Other Canada USA Intl. 
(n=29) (n=22) (n=41) 
4.06 3.73 3.70 
SD 1.03 SD 1.25 SD .966 
2.75 2.52 2.52 
SD 1.12 SD 1.08 SD .876 
3.65 3.56 3.02b 
SD 1.17 SD 1.37 .986 
1.89 2.54b 2.32a 
SD .817 SD .911 SD .888 
3.92 3.39 4.07 
SD 1.01 SD 1.26 SD 1.07 
2.17 1.69b 2.55b 
SD .848 SD .634 SD 1.33 
a: One-way ANOV A s1gmficant at p<.05 
b: One-way ANOV A significant at p<.Ol 
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Open ended responses to question 6 (i.e. why respondents felt certain activities should 
be allowed on or near the trail), indicated that low-impact or historical activities were the most 
desirable. Responses also suggested that horse-logging is considered both low-impact and of a 
traditional nature. Respondents did not statistically differ in their responses by the 
independent variable "importance of visiting heritage sites to overall tourism interest". 
Table 9 reveals that most impacts of active industrial activities were viewed as being 
negative towards overall respondent enjoyment of the trail. International visitors cited 
statistically less negative impact from "meeting logging/mining workers" than Local, Other 
BC, and Other Canada respondents F (4,420), = 5.496 p=.OOO. This did not meet the 
assumption ofhomogeneity of variance; the Games-Howell test indicates that the significant 
difference between populations for "meeting logging/mining workers" lies between 
International and Local (p=.OOO), International and Other BC (p=.001) and between 
International and Other Canada (p=.007). International visitors cited statistically more 
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negative impacts from hearing flying aircraft than Local respondents, F (4,429), =3.942, 
p=.004. This did not meet the assumption ofhomogeneity of variance; the Games-Howell test 
indicates that the significant difference between populations for "hearing flying aircraft" lies 
between International and Local (p=.008). 
International visitors cited statistically less negative impact from "seeing logging 
activity near streams/lakes" than Local, Other BC, and Other Canada respondents F ( 4, 430), 
=9.350, p=.OOO. This did not meet the assumption ofhomogeneity of variance; the Games-
Howell test indicates that the significant difference between populations for "seeing logging 
activity near streams/lakes" lies between International and Local (p=.001), International and 
Other BC (p=.OOO) and between International and Other Canada (p=.OOO). 
International visitors cited statistically less negative impact from "seeing clearcuts 
within 100 meters of the trail" than Other Canada respondents F (4, 432), =3.777, p=.005. 
This did not meet the assumption ofhomogeneity of variance; the Games-Howell test 
indicates that the significant difference between populations for "seeing clearcuts within 100 
meters of the trail" lies between International and Other Canada (p=.008). International 
visitors cited statistically less negative impact from "mining that would occur in gravel banks 
along streams" than Local or Other BC respondents F (4,425), =3.733, p=.005. This result 
met the assumption ofhomogeneity. International visitors cited statistically less negative 
impact from "seeing industrial roads from the trail" than Other Canada respondents F 
(4,430), =4.302, p=.002. This result met the assumption ofhomogeneity. 
Table 9 Impacts from Resource Extraction Activities 
Activity Local 
n=130-132 
Meeting Worker 3.50c 
SD .966 
Seeing trees being 3.93 
cut 
SD .970 
Hearing noise at 4.09 
lunch 
SD .967 
Hearing Chainsaws 4.29 
SD .838 
Aircraft sounds 3.40b 
SD .708 
Hearing Trucks 4.14 
SD .869 
Seeing dust/smoke 4.09 
from active 
operations SD .863 
Noise in evening 4.18 
SD .875 
Seeing logging 4.25c 
activity near 
streams/lakes SD .852 
Clearcuts within 4.15 
1OOm of trail 
SD .869 
Mining occurring in 3.98b 
gravel banks beside 
streams SD .992 
Seeing roads from 3.66 
the trail 
SD .835 
Having a road cross 3.55 
over the trail 
SD .774 
Past resource 2.82 
extraction occurring 
now SD 1.02 
1 = Strongly support 
5= Strongly oppose 
OtherBC 
n=205-213 
3.39c 
SD 1.07 
4.00 
SD .955 
4.09 
SD .896 
4.27 
SD .876 
3.53 
SD .775 
4.18 
SD .846 
4.15 
SD .839 
4.34 
SD .743 
4.32c 
SD .828 
4.24 
SD .857 
4.01 c 
SD .925 
3.67 
SD .882 
3.63 
SD .800 
2.76 
SD 1.05 
Other Can. USA Inti. 
n=27-29 q=21-23 n=40-41 
3.66b 2.95 2.78 be 
SD 1.10 SD 1.13 SD .791 
4.24 3.68 3.85 
SD .830 SD 1.17 SD .853 
4.27 3.95 3.58 
SD .797 SD 1.17 SD .865 
4.51 4.31 4.00 
SD .737 SD .838 SD .933 
3.71 3.76 3.90b 
SD .896 SD 1.09 SD .830 
4.27 4.09 3.95 
SD .840 SD .921 SD .835 
4.37 4.00 3.78 
SD .820 SD .925 SD .791 
4.41 3.90 4.00 
SD .732 SD 1.01 SD .774 
4.44c 4.08 3.45c 
SD .736 SD .900 SD 1.13 
4.51b 4.21 3.75 b 
SD .687 SD .902 SD 1.14 
3.89 3.72 3.40 be 
SD 1.04 SD 1.20 SD .928 
4.07c 3.34 3.27c 
SD .857 SD .884 SD .876 
3.64 3.13 4.40 
SD .678 SD .674 SD 4.86 
2.75 2.63 2.48 
SD 1.25 SD 1.17 SD .745 
a: One-way ANOV A significant at p<.OS 
b: One-way ANOV A significant at p<.Ol 
c: One-way ANOV A significant at p<.OOS 
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Overall, H4 was not supported as residents did not report higher tolerances for the 
presence of industrial activities than other populations. As can be seen from Table 8, 
responses from all residency groups to industrial impacts were negative. Perhaps surprisingly, 
International visitors cited the least negative impacts for all significant dependent variables 
than all other populations. 
Attitudes about Resource Planning 
Question 15 of the survey assessed respondents' attitudes towards land planning 
protocols and asked which stakeholders should receive more priority as to their opinions 
being included in a trail management plan versus other groups. The stakeholders listed 
included: (1) local community residents, (2) local First Nations (Indian) residents, (3) logging 
or mining companies, (4) government land managers, (5) local heritage and recreational 
groups, (6) national and or international tourists, and (7) local visitors. Table 10 indicates the 
most frequent ranking score for each dependent planning stakeholder variable. 
Table 10: Ranking of Importance level of Stakeholder Participation in Planning 
Local OtherBC Other Can 
(n=130) (n=211) (n=29) 
Local Community 1 1 1 
Residents (41%) (43%) (34%) 
Local First Nations 5 2 2 
(20%) (21%) (24%) 
Logging or Mining 7 7 7 
Companies (52%) (52%) (65%) 
Government Land 6 6 6 
Managers (38%) (32%) (38%) 
Local Heritage and 1 1 1 
Recreation Groups (34%) (43%) (31%) 
National and 5 5 5 
International Tourists (30%) (28%) (24% 
Local Visitors to 3 4 4 
Heritage Trail (25%) (25%) (28%) .. 1 = Most Importance m plannmg participation for trail management plan 
7= Least importance in planning participation for trail management plan 
USA Intl. 
(n=22) (n=41) 
1 2 
(45%) (30%) 
2 1 
(45%) (40%) 
7 7 
(54%) (50%) 
6 6 
(32%) (35%) 
1 3 
(27%) (32%) 
6 5 
(22%) (32%) 
3 4 
(41%) (25%) 
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A rank of 1 would indicate the most importance in trail planning participation for that 
stakeholder (i.e. Local Community Residents) and 7 would indicate the least importance (i.e. 
Logging or Mining Companies). As is evident in Table 10, groups with a local affiliation, 
whether Community Residents, First Nations, or Heritage and Recreation groups, placed very 
high on planning participation importance. Local and International visitors ranked in a mid-
range of importance, and Government Land Managers and Industry ranked at the lowest 
importance in planning participation. 
Respondents uniformly ranked all but two groups. A Chi-square test revealed 
significant differences between populations for the "importance of Local First Nations 
planning opinions" (chi-square= 57.5, df= 24; p= .000) with Local and Other Canada groups 
reporting less planning importance than all other groups. A Chi-square test also revealed 
significant differences between populations for the "importance of local heritage and 
recreational groups planning opinions" (chi-square= 39.0, df= 24; p= 0.027) with USA and 
International visitors reporting less planning importance than all Canadian groups. All other 
variables had no significant differences between groups. 
4.4 Summary of Quantitative Results 
Hypothesis 1. There will be significant differences by age, education, and sex 
variables between resident and non-resident visitors. 
USA residents proved to be significantly older than international visitors' and had 
significantly more education than Local or Other BC residents. H1 was not strongly supported 
overall, with most populations having similar characteristics. 
Hypothesis 2. Non-resident visitors will report higher site expenditures and more 
lengthy planning for the heritage visit than will residents. 
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It was not possible to test site expenditures for hypothesis two due to the variation in 
response methods to the questions. Some respondents indicated group expenditures, others 
indicated solitary expenditures, others gave totals only, and the remainder indicated no 
amount. Both the wording of the question and an information recall problem may have been 
confounding factors in responses to this questions. Chi-square test for length of planning 
supported the hypothesis that non-resident visitors would report significantly longer planning 
periods for the trip to Barkerville than did Local residents. 
Hypothesis 3. Resident visitors will report higher acceptance for recreational 
encounters by different recreation user groups. 
Overall, hypothesis three was not supported by the data. However, international 
visitors reported significantly lower tolerances for allowing cross country skiers on the 
heritage trail than all other populations. Tolerances to all other recreational encounters do not 
appear to differ by residency. 
Hypothesis 4. Resident visitors will report higher acceptance of the presence of 
industrial activity than will non-residents. 
Overall, hypothesis four was not supported by the data. While international visitors 
reported significantly lower opposition to the presence of logging or mining than all other 
visitor segments, all responses were still negative towards these activities. 
Hypothesis 5. Visitors to Barkerville will report a willingness to travel greater 
distances than 80 kilometres each way and still return to their homes the same day. 
Hypothesis five was supported by the data. All respondents reported the willingness to 
travel much further than two hours roundtrip to visit a tourist destination. This response did 
not statistically differ between visitor segments. 
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4.5 Qualitative Data Analysis 
Responses to each interview question were analysed against all interviewees 
transcripts to reveal the similarities and differences of opinion amongst respondents. A similar 
approach to land planning formats was adopted, where stakeholders seek areas of initial 
consensus, and identify areas of disagreement that must be resolved. These areas of 
disagreement often form the underlying factors of conflict in land planning. Data is grouped 
into topics of consensus and opposition. This approach provides an overview both of different 
stakeholder attitudes to the specifics of multi-stakeholder land and resource planning, as well 
as specifics as to the value of the quantitative study data. 
4.6 Interview Analysis 
Question one asked stakeholders to identify the role of their organisation in land 
planning as it might influence the proposed heritage trail. Four positions were evident based 
upon the organisation's identified position in sub-regional plans (see Table 11). Analysis of 
the transcripts revealed the following positions: (1) government land managers (including 
tourism, forestry and mining ministries) responsible to their constituents and to the general 
public's concerns about the resource, while managing for some economic return from use of 
crown lands; (2) resource harvesting firms that possess a legal right to the resource through 
license or lease, try to capture rents from exploitation of available resources, and who have 
responsibilities to the appropriate ministry as dictated by license regulations; (3) a special 
interest group with a mandate involving heritage preservation; and ( 4) and a community-based 
organisation whose focus is more generally applied to regional recreational and tourism 
management themes and who are concerned with satisfaction levels of visitors to Barkerville-
Wells. 
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The stakeholders interviewed had previously interacted in land and resource planning 
processes in the Wells-Barkerville region, and had a variety of planning experiences from site 
specific intervention to watershed or sub-regional plans, and finally to regional level planning. 
As many of these interviewees have previously participated in regional or sub-regional 
planning for the Barkerville-Wells area, they can be considered to have significant previous 
experience in multi-stakeholder planning methods. 
All organisations possess a mandate that impacts the roles they occupy in resource 
planning. Non-government or industry organisations follow a mandate dictated by their 
members. The local heritage group indicated their mandate was to actively work on the 
ground to promote the preservation or reconstruction of heritage trails. Much of this work 
involves cooperation with the resource harvesting sector to protect identified resources, 
promotion in the community to raise heritage awareness, and the solicitation of government to 
promote heritage conservation. For industry, this included direct consultations at the stand 
level on resource harvest plans to limit negative impacts. 
Question two asked stakeholders to discuss their attitudes towards present land 
planning processes, and whether present practises encourage multi-stakeholder involvement. 
This question was particularly relevant due to the previous failure of the CORE process in the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin to reach a consensus-based decision. As LRMP developed out of the 
lessons learned from CORE, this research sought the perspective of individuals some of 
whom had initially participated in the Cariboo-Chilcotin CORE process. As noted above, the 
local heritage organisation believes that its success at heritage preservation is directly related 
to present practises allowing a more inclusive consultation process. 
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Not all stakeholders hold a positive attitude towards the efficacy of cooperation with 
industry, government, or other stakeholders. The local recreational and tourism society has 
found that while stand level planning has been positively influenced by community needs, 
broader sub-regional or regional scale planning does not encourage community or individual 
participation. The primary constraints cited were lengthy planning systems discouraging 
public commitment, lack of financial resources to continue activity, and pre-ordained' land 
planning decision that cannot be fundamentally changed. It was stated this simply results in 
tweaking' or minor revisions of harvest plans, rather than starting planning without 
presumptions of use. 
The representative of placer mining operators cited the same concerns regarding the 
ability to participate in sub-regional plans for many of the same reasons. Lack of time, and 
being a low visibility industry was considered to result in little importance being assigned to 
this industry's needs. The lack of voice and inability to participate on an equitable basis with 
more established and financially sound stakeholders was a common deterrent to participation 
for all parties outside of government or large industry. 
Question three and four sought to outline the strengths and weaknesses of IRM 
planning presently and to have stakeholders identify their definition of the format of such 
planning. Table 12 highlights stakeholders responses to the strengths and weaknesses of IRM 
planning. The table describes those positions held in common by all stakeholders (consensus) 
and those of conflict (disagreement). 
Table 12: Strengths and Weaknesses of IRM 
Strengths of IRM 
Consensus 
Broader cross-section of planning 
participants 
Relies on contributions of individuals with 
a diversity ofknowledge 
When it works more agreement with 
decision and less conflict 
More resource values considered within 
the planning process 
Disagreement 
Issue of types of government land 
ownership (crown or public) and whether 
public has access to all 
Whether consensus is required or just 
majority agreement 
Whether cost of planning is greater than 
previously or less 
Whether planning time is reduced or 
increased 
Whether all values are given equal weight 
or if decisions are 'ex -ante' 
Imbalance of power due to differing 
financial resources 
Weaknesses ofiRM 
Consensus 
Individuals at a different level of technical 
ability make it difficult for everyone to 
fully participate in resource planning 
A lengthy process that partners may 
abandon 
Complex issues (i.e. technical, social, etc) 
that all stakeholders need to understand in 
order to participate 
Disagreement 
Individuals can have multiple jurisdiction 
or allegiances (i.e. employees and 
recreationists) at one time 
Fragmentation of landbase when trying to 
account for many uses on same landbase 
Goals and objectives not clear from 
beginning of planning process 
People need to be aware that not everyone 
will get exactly what they want 
IRM planning not practised in the manner 
some stakeholders believe is required 
Planning can be an adversarial approach 
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Question 5 asked whether the thesis study data could be used to address these strengths 
or weaknesses. All participants agreed that it provided attitudinal information, seen as a 
necessary ingredient in resource planning. Respondents differed on the perception of its 
usefulness to their own planning role. The heritage manager, local recreational and tourism 
society and heritage group saw it as useful in the overall planning of how the trail would be 
managed and trail standards established. Resource harvesters and their respective ministries 
did not view this as a tool or document that can be directly applied in their own operational 
considerations. These stakeholders questioned the validity of surveys as a method of 
collecting planning data and whether such instruments could be subtle enough to detect 
attitudes towards specific harvest conditions. They prefer to develop their own assessment 
tools and decline to use external data. Concerns were cited over the specific wording of survey 
instruments, whether such methods could be used to serve multiple agencies, and the 
reasoning the public employs in prioritising or valuing different resource decisions. 
The public is viewed by the resource harvesting sector as unskilled in the specifics of 
resource harvesting activities and not able to judge good or bad practices. A concern was that 
the temporal spacing of harvest activity and recreational use might not be reflected by the 
study results. While survey respondents stated that seeing evidence of clearcuts within 100 
meters of the trail was unacceptable, it was felt that once green-up occurred, an on-site 
response could be different. The difference between on-site and mailout surveys was 
considered a barrier to using the data. On-site reporting in comparison to written responses 
was considered to represent different tolerances for an activity. For industry and resource 
ministries, on-site surveys may then become a more valid method of collecting impact data. 
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Another concern was that survey respondents were not aware of financial costs of 
altering or eliminating harvesting when answering the survey. The resource sector (industry 
and government ministries) felt that the public when responding to surveys must be aware of 
the additional financial costs that would be incurred by government if resource harvest 
activities were to be curtailed. Without this data they felt that results would not be valid 
because the public would not have all the information necessary to make a balanced 
judgement. Thus, if compensation must be paid for lands excluded from harvesting then this 
would need to be indicated in a survey. 
Question 6 inquired whether non-resident recreationists or tourists had a right to be 
involved in land planning policy decisions, and what role they should play in planning. 
Interviewees consistently responded that, inherently, all individuals have the right to express 
opinions on land use decision-making (this is not considered a legal right as defmed by the 
Canadian Constitution). Consensus exists on the benefits of considering all opinions, but 
diverge on the importance of different residency groups. Heritage visitors responding to 
survey question 15 also expressed similar attitudes, but in an opposing direction. They felt that 
resource industry and government planners influence on planning should be less than the 
public, recreationists, or visitors in decision-making for a trail management plan. 
The heritage organisation, local recreational and tourism association, and heritage 
managers desired access to all public user input. As there would be multiple 
recreationaVtourism users of this resource, creating concerns about both user satisfaction and 
use impact levels, this type of information would be necessary for trail management planning. 
Actual participation by non-residents in LRMP planning is considered unlikely, and not a 
priority, for all stakeholder interviews. If attitudinal information is available, the three above 
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listed stakeholders feel confident on being able to present these non-resident needs in land and 
resource planning sessions. 
All stakeholders stated that non-residents rarely have a method of participating in 
resource planning due to barriers of distance and time commitments needed in order to 
participate. Due to this constraint, while the right to participate exists, the likelihood of non-
residents participating is considered small, and thus collecting information through use of a 
survey, and then having a stakeholder with a vested interest in non-residents' attitudes 
represent these concerns was considered adequate by all parties. The reason this would be 
adequate was stated as it being in the best interests of tourism business groups or heritage 
managers to represent all user positions. However, as has been previously noted in the 
literature review, seldom are managers able to accurately gauge users' expectations and 
attitudes (Baker et al. 1997; Jurowski et al, 1995; Turner, 1994; Vining, 1992; Vining & 
Ebreo, 1991). 
Question seven referred to the level or priority that should be given to non-resident 
visitors in comparison to others. The greatest determinant of how much influence a non-
resident should have in planning was based upon the historical significance of the resource. 
Some historical sites may be relatively minor; that is, only significant to a local community, 
other sites may have provincial or national significance, and others are of international 
significance, such as Ninstints on Haida Gwai, which is a UNESCO World Heritage Site. The 
influence of non-residents would vary from limited or none for the locally relevant heritage 
site, to international rights or influence for UNESCO sites. The historical influence of the 
Cariboo Wagon Road was seen as of at least provincial if not national relevance. Consensus 
opinion was that all Canadians were viewed as having a stake in planning issues. The opinion 
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of industry and government personnel was that non-Canadians opinions should primarily be 
influential in how their enjoyment/lack of, would affect tourism revenues or the interests of 
local community members. Thus, the concern was more that non-Canadians, as a source of 
revenue for local stakeholders should not be dissuaded from continued patronage of the region 
due to resource harvest decisions. 
Question eight and nine inquired whether the study data should be used when making 
land and resource management plans, and then how the data would be used by the 
interviewees organisation. Interviewee responses were similar to the responses in question 
five: that is, all stakeholders agreed that the study data should be used because planning is 
information intensive, but not all parties would use the same information. The more 
information available prior to decision-making is considered to strengthen the final outcome. 
However, responses differed with question nine as to how the data would be used for different 
stakeholders. 
Surveys were considered a method to indicate the level of importance of the heritage 
resource for historical or recreational visitors. This would create a preservation value, similar 
to other resource use values. Resource sector interviews (industry and ministries) indicated 
that a quantifiable value about the benefits of non-extraction is required to in order to 
hierarchically place the heritage value of the trail against extraction values. Thus, these 
stakeholders would use the survey data as a valid method of identifying the importance of the 
Cariboo Wagon Road as a substantial heritage resource. However, other issues such as buffer 
zones or permitted levels of harvesting were not considered to be adequately addressed 
through a survey. Industry and government representatives considered the complexity of 
issues such as financial compensation for affected stakeholders, the specific demands of 
resource harvest conditions, and other factors the public is not cognisant of to limit the 
applicability of survey results to their own planning needs. 
The use of planning data is primarily dictated by the origin of the funding agency. 
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Resource industry and ministries use their own data to develop planning scenarios, consider 
the opinion and attitudes of other user groups who participate in open-houses or other public 
consultation processes, and then ultimately base a decision upon available data. Data is 
evaluated against technical criteria, attitudinal data validated by scientific methods (such as 
surveys) and finally public opinion data which may be accorded limited value if not supported 
through verifiable methods (i.e., hearsay or solitary voices are not given the same value as 
surveys, petitions, etc). The greater the ability to validate the data through recognised or 
accepted methods, the stronger is the propensity to consider the data in final decision-making. 
The responsible government ministry is considered the final adjudicator of the land planning 
decisions. 
Question ten inquired as to how the research survey data or similar user data could 
serve a LRMP planning process today. This question was dependent upon the stakeholder 
believing the data was valid which was explored in question eight. All parties did not assign 
the same value to such data, but accorded the data a role in shared decision-making. Two 
principal positions were identified dependent upon the stakeholder attitudes towards the 
purpose ofLRMP processes. For the stakeholders who recognise the greatest benefit in such 
planning as demarcating the 'best uses' of a landbase and then acting to separate or limit 
impacts from the most preferred activity, the study data informs as to secondary users needs 
and use patterns and how best to avoid conflict from the primary resource activity. Whether 
recreationaVtourism users will be a priority is dependent upon the most preferred option for 
resource use. For the stakeholders that see LRMP's as truly promoting multiple use on the 
same landbase, the study data becomes one more planning tool to consider for site 
prescriptions or resource harvest regulations. 
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Penrose et al. (1998) evaluated the process of shared-decision making for the CORE 
process undertaken in the Cariboo-Chilcotin and developed a framework of design and 
evaluative criteria for SDM processes. The process components included the level of support 
for the process by all stakeholders, the level and balance of participant involvement in the 
SDM process, the diversity of representation of public sectors, the access to resources and 
information, and the process mechanics that are involved in determining SDM outcomes. The 
framework was useful in illustrating how planning processes occur and the convoluted path 
that negotiation processes can undergo dependent upon the make-up of the SDM structure. 
Often, positions become differentiated by stakeholder position and the planning is separated 
by limited areas of consensus and multiple areas of conflict. This process is similar to that 
found in the interview analysis, where data is defined by agreement or contention. 
Figure 4 tracks how this study's data would likely be incorporated into an SDM 
planning process. Collection and evaluation of planning data occurs prior to proposed land 
uses; however, certain land use agendas have often been established at a regional planning 
level. In the case of the Barkerville-Wells area, landscapes must be managed for both visual 
sensitivity respective of the importance of tourism, and for wilderness targets established at 
the CORE planning process. This impacts the use designation of the landscape combined with 
previous use designations for resources in the area. The positions of stakeholders has been 
previously addressed in this research. These factors are largely accepted by all stakeholders. 
• 
• 
• 
Figure 3: Incorporation of Stakeholder Planning Data 
Background Data 
• Technical data (ministry and industry) 
• Other user data 
1. with approved scientific method 
2. unsubstantiated opinion 
• Mandate and status of area 
u 
Consensus opinion 
Use designation of landbase 
Resource values of area 
Position of involved 
stakeholders 
,, 
• 
• 
• 
Disagreement 
Strength of non-technical data 
Importance of alternative uses of 
lands 
Type of resource in question (fixed 
(e.g. minerals) or readily available) 
and whether it is compatible with 
other uses 
• Valuation of non-harvest uses 
• Obligation of government to manage 
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Consensus opinion on use of 
landbase and acceptance of 
positions of all stakeholders will 
result in consensus decision 
towards type of development 
• Protection oflandbase (including 
buffers) versus specified heritage site 
.... 
-r------------------------------, 
,, 
Disagreement resolved through re-
evaluation of data or other methods 
• Importance of non-resident uses 
• Recreational restrictions for 
mechanized versus non-mechanized 
use 
• Validity of restricting previous 
industrial uses that represent history 
of region 
,, 
Consensus opinion Antagonistic positions Negotiated position 
• Agreement on validity of 
positions 
• Non-agreement of stakeholder 
positions 
• Acceptance of multiple use 
• Designation of acceptable buffer 
• Acceptance of all planning 
data as valid 
• Multiple scenarios presented • Compensation or harvest 
adjustments • Defer to government mandate 
• Set-aside of contentious issues 
.... 
Consensus supported 
• Government supports consensus 
stakeholder decisions 
• Compensation or harvest 
allowances given 
Source: Modified from Pemose et al., (1998). 
,, 
Government imposed 
• Prioritisation of resources 
• Compensation or harvest 
allowances given 
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Figure 3 highlights, in an abbreviated form, the process that this study's data would 
undergo when being considered by all stakeholders within a sub-regional plan. As some of 
this data is in contention by different stakeholders, the value of the data will initially be 
disagreed upon, and will subsequently have to be addressed within stakeholder negotiations. 
The data will be assessed against other values to identify a level of importance to assign to it, 
or identify segments of the data that will may be agreed upon by all parties when other values 
have been balanced against the data. The other values identified in this study also in 
contention included: the value of alternative uses of the landbase, the type of resources 
available and management demands due to the nature of the resource, a valuation of non-
harvest uses, the obligation of government to all parties, the flexibility of management for 
multiple-purposes and the importance of other resource users. 
Question nine in the interview schedule indicated that background data is assessed 
against criteria reflective of each stakeholders needs and mandate. In areas of use conflict, 
disagreement with data is indicated as more likely than consensus. Initial disagreement will 
result in further analysis of the data and methods employed in data collection, and 
subsequently initiate a process of stakeholder negotiation on the value of the data. 
Stakeholders indicated that the more likely application of multi-stakeholder use data lies in 
registering the strength of the stakeholder position, or an economic worth assessment, and 
balancing that value against other economic and social values. 
Much of the strength of the data collected lies in the economic or social position of the 
user that is represented. Thus, a survey that represents all Barkerville visitors, such as this 
study, will have more acceptance due to the larger population than a solitary opinion, or a 
small user group. Yet, the data methods employed must be validated by a third party, or the 
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sources of data must come from a respected neutral party. When this does not occur collected 
data will encounter much suspicion as to the validity and reliability of results. 
Stakeholders indicated that data analysis will undergo an evaluation process that will 
weigh other values or obligations when seeking consensus. Thus, land tenure rights must also 
be recognised when assessing land uses, whether in opposition or agreement to other sources 
of data. Consistently, the mandate of managers and value of resources being assessed will be 
considered in conjunction with other stakeholder data. Review of planning literature suggest 
that three outcomes are likely: a negotiated compromise meant to allow multiple use, an 
antagonistic position where stakeholders cannot fundamentally agree on value positions, or a 
re-evaluation of data where stakeholders recognise or accept the strength of certain land uses 
(Owen, 1998). The unique circumstances of each planning region will dictate those issues 
accorded compromise, consensus and conflict. Within this study, the final outcome of the 
process is not evident. The level of disagreement on stakeholder positions and the use of the 
study data as illustrated in Figure 4, suggest that lengthy negotiation will be required in order 
for a SDM process to dictate land-uses for the areas bordering the proposed heritage trail. 
Question eleven, which enquired as to alternative methods of soliciting the attitudes of 
diverse user groups resulted in a variety of suggested methods. These methods could be 
combined with the survey results, extend the study method employed (i.e., expand to other 
user groups), or replace the survey method. A full discussion of the proposed methods may be 
found in section 7 of chapter five. 
4.7 Summary of Qualitative Results 
The research question explored the qualitative relationships between under or non-
represented user groups of a tourism and recreational resource, and how their expectations for 
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management trail design decisions would be addressed within a multi-stakeholder resource 
planning system. As was indicated in the review of previous related research, managers often 
possess little substantiated evidence of the attitudes of various public user groups and often 
lack consensus on how these needs could be addressed when multiple non-recreational 
demands are placed upon the same resource (Owen, 1998; Williams et al. 1998). Analysis of 
the qualitative data for this study indicate the ongoing challenges of a multi-stakeholder land 
and resource planning system responsible for lands bordering the proposed Cariboo Wagon 
Road heritage trail. 
Initially, the recognition for a larger scale plan, one that would encompass sub-regional 
resources, was considered vital by all stakeholder parties. This need was due to the ' spillover' 
or additional impacts that would result from any decision impacting the Cariboo Wagon Road. 
The interconnectiveness of resources and users is considered one of the driving forces for sub-
regional planning that encompasses natural resources planning. That is, when humans are 
restricted from access to one resource, the likely result will be the shifting of their use to 
another resource. The ultimate purpose of the sub-regional plan is to prioritise resource uses to 
ensure their protection or utilisation dependent on a negotiated value for all resources under 
study. 
The usefulness or value of the Cariboo Wagon Road for recreational, tourist and 
historical values is not contested by stakeholder parties. The differentiation in positions arises 
out of concepts of values, and 'rights'. That is, what protection does a heritage trail require in 
order to be of value to a recreationist, and what rights do those with prior use or title hold 
within the present planning context? This has often been a primary factor of contention in 
resource and land planning conflict including the present systems ofLRMP's (Owen, 1998; 
Pigram & Jenkins, 1994; Turner, 1994). The rights of prior use and the validity of resource 
extraction as a historical and continuous major contributor to the regional economy result in 
value conflicts difficult to resolve through any planning system. 
The position of different resource harvesters differs due to the nature of the resource 
and the needs of industry. Forestry, as the largest economic contributor in the region, and 
having a history of public consultation in the Barkerville-Wells area, is in an advantageous 
stakeholder position in comparison to the fragmented placer mining sector. This is both 
because of greater expertise and resources in regional land planning and because the wood 
fibre resource is found over such a diverse landbase. In comparison, as stated by the placer 
mining representative, this sector lacks the financial resources or expertise to actively 
participate in multi-stakeholder regional land planning. As the mineral resource is limited in 
its geographic distribution, the ability to re-direct harvesting to less contentious lands is 
limited. 
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Paradoxically, the barriers for the recreationist/tourist, special interest groups, and 
local community groups are similar to that of the mining sector. They lack a unified and 
coordinated voice, lack regional economic power, and the expertise or resources to participate 
as full members in regional land planning. Very similar concerns are expressed about the 
weaknesses or barriers to full LRMP participation. Again, paradoxically in this region, the two 
segments view their respective industries (mining and tourism) as competing against a 
dominant resource industry that receives more governmental support and operates from an 
advantageous economic position. While pursuing different uses of the landscape, the mining 
and tourism sector are closely aligned in many of their planning participation challenges. 
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The ultimate industrial use of the resource segments stakeholders into different 
positions and this reflects on their opinion of non-resident involvement in LRMP planning. 
The tourism sector would use non-resident attitudes to reinforce their call for greater attention 
to the non-extractive values of natural resources, while the loss of access to the landbase for 
the mining sector reduces the value of the inclusion of non-resident opinion. Heritage 
managers view non-residents as part of their client base and seek to maximise their enjoyment 
of the site, and the potential economic return of the heritage resource to the region. Ultimately, 
non-residents are not accorded an active stake or position in planning participation due to 
limitations of time, access to planning processes, and awareness of industrial activities. 
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Chapter Five 
Discussion 
5.1 Introduction 
This study suggests that heritage visitors may be very receptive to planning processes 
that solicit their needs and expectations. Two of the primary weaknesses in present resource 
planning processes that Owen ( 1998) identifies are the lack of adequate user representation 
and the large demands for data collection and analysis. Surveys that solicit the needs of 
potential user groups can improve the availability of planning data and increase the overall 
representation for a variety of stakeholders in shared-use land planning. The need for timely 
and relevant planning data was identified in the literature and by the interviewees as of crucial 
importance for all stakeholders. It was felt that stakeholders not affiliated with industry or 
government representatives lacked access to a variety of pertinent planning data. Lack of 
comprehensive and equitable access to relevant planning data has consistently been a great 
challenge in shared-use land planning processes that occurred in the Cariboo-Chilcotin region, 
both at the regional and sub-regional level (Penrose et al. 1998). 
Respondents to the survey from all resident sub-samples clearly identified the need to 
solicit the views of all visiting publics (local, national, and international) when making 
resource allocation decisions. The fact that the participation of visiting publics was considered 
of higher priority than that of government or industrial resource users is supported by other 
resource management research (Keogh, 1990; Robinson et al. 1997). Other results from this 
study that may have a significant bearing on the LRMP include season and mode of 
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recreational use, conflict between recreation types, heritage impact risks from recreation, and a 
diversity of industry impact assessments. 
5.2 Expectancies and Visitor Management 
A principle tenet of this study was that different user groups hold differing 
expectations and further that the greater the investment in the activity, the more discerning or 
critical would be the expectations for quality. However, the survey results do not substantiate 
this contention and rather suggest a more homogenous set of expectations between various 
Barkerville visitor groups than would be expected from previous research. Expectations were 
primarily assessed by the survey questions 4 (importance ofheritage to overall tourism), 16 
(how far in advance was the trip to Barkerville planned), 17 (plan to visit Barkerville or not), 
19 (how important was Barkerville for your overall holiday experience) and question 24 
(residency). Three primary avenues of explanation could account for these near homogenous 
results: that heritage visitors as a group, display similar expectations and characteristics rather 
than representing diverse populations, that survey responses represent a general environmental 
aesthetic, or that the expectancy variables as identified in the study failed to elucidate actual 
expectations. Each of these possibilities will be elaborated upon below. 
Recent research into the Canadian public's attitudes towards environmental 
management has also revealed relatively homogenous results by residency regarding 
acceptable or unacceptable uses of natural resources (McFarlane et al. 1998; Owen, 1998; 
Robinson et al. 1997; Vold et al. 1994). These results indicate a public desire to limit industry 
impacts upon the natural environment, and a preference not to recreate where such activities 
have occurred. Surprisingly, studies which have occurred in communities dependent upon 
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resource harvesting have still cited this public resistance to consumptive harvest practises, or 
to viewing the effects of such harvests (Forest Development Section, 1997). 
Residency does appear to be the largest determinant of impact expectations. 
Expectancy theory would suggest that distant visitors, who have significantly greater 
investments in reaching the site, would have more low-impact expectations than local 
populations. However, the results were contrary to expectation theory, in that those with the 
greatest investment in reaching the site (international visitors) reported the least opposition to 
industrial impacts. This should be qualified by stating that international visitors still reported 
negative impacts from motorised recreation or industrial activity on or near the trail. USA 
respondents were more critical in their expectations than Europeans, but were not 
differentiated in their expectations from Canadian visitors. One possible explanation is the 
influence of whether visitors intended on visiting the site; both USA and International visitors 
reported the lowest rates of having planned to visit the site before their trip. However, those 
non-resident visitors who did plan on visiting Barkerville reported longer site visit plans than 
a local population. Also, both International and USA residents placed the greatest importance 
on "visiting historical sites to their overall interest in tourism" which should reflect in 
increased expectations for a quality experience. This was not supported by the data. 
Often preferences for environmental preservation or protection are analysed against 
respondents' biocentric or anthropocentric environmental values. Biocentric values consist of 
an individual's belief in preservation or protection for non-human benefits, and 
anthropocentric values place greater importance on human uses of natural environments. 
Unfortunately, this study did not specifically look at such environmental social values, but 
previous research indicates that many ecotourists hold biocentric values (Wright, 1996). 
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Demographic profiles ofNorth American ecotourists are very similar to those of this study's 
survey respondents and heritage visitors overall (Wright, 1996). However, much 
environmental social value research on recreationists has found strong biocentric values 
amongst diverse groups ofrecreationists (Ewert, 1998; McFarlane et al. 1998; Vining, 1992). 
Overall, the trend towards stronger biocentric social values may be common with the general 
public and thus have influenced responses as to acceptable and unacceptable economic 
activities on or near the Cariboo Wagon Road. 
Previous recreation research has identified expectancy variables as components of 
travel investment, time expenditure, planning effort and experience levels (Ewert & Hood, 
1995; Schneider & Winter, 1998; Schreyer, et al. 1984; Stewart & Carpenter, 1989). However, 
in thus study, both travel investment (assessed by residency) and "importance of visiting 
historical sites to overall interest in tourism" (question 4) were not found to influence 
expectation levels for recreation or industrial impacts. In fact, International visitors, who 
placed significantly more importance on "visiting historical sites to overall interest in 
tourism" than did the local population, consistently reported the lowest opposition to 
industrial activities. Experience variables, primarily questions 2 and 4 did not reveal different 
expectation levels for respondents. Further exploration of experience levels through additional 
questioning in the survey may have produced different results. 
Research on consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction and service quality has focussed on 
the dissconfirmation that arises from discrepancies between prior expectations and the 
subsequent performance (Cho, 1998; Zeithhaml, Parasuraman, & Berry, 1990). Limited 
research has focussed on how these expectations are created and on the particulars of 
marketing message to expected product specificity. The construction of historical image for 
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the Cariboo Wagon Road is intimately connected to the interpretative function that Barkerville 
performs. This interpretative image that Barkerville portrays of the Cariboo Wagon Road may 
have influenced respondent expectations about the characteristics of a proposed heritage trail. 
Lowental (1998) has highlighted the artificial or 'constructed' reality that heritage as 
industry portrays. As history is not static in time, but is communicated from the standpoint of 
the present generation, how the historical presentation of the trail is implemented will be 
dependent upon the interpretative expectations that have been created in visitors to 
Barkerville. Very limited research has occurred on the idealisation of environments, and how 
visitor expectancies are derived from industry communication (Cho, 1998; Fenton et al. 1998). 
It can be argued that heritage managers will play an extensive role in how a Cariboo Wagon 
Road heritage trail will be communicated to the visiting public; a key component of this 
communication will be how gold rush history is defined at Barkerville, and specifically the 
role that the Wagon Road played, and what if any services will be provided to those visiting 
the trail to aid their interpretive experience of the trail. 
5.3 The Visitor as a Discerning Stakeholder 
An issue of primary concern from industry or government interviewees has been 
whether a survey is a discriminating tool for revealing specific management attributes. It was 
felt that attitudinal data collected with a survey may not be discriminating or specific enough 
to be used for site or stand-level landscape management. Specifically, questions 5, 11, and 14 
were not considered valid methods of determining acceptable public impacts from resource 
activities by some of the interviewees. Written responses were questioned by the industry and 
government interviewees as valid methods of determining acceptable impacts from industrial 
activities. These stakeholder opinions indicate that the resource extractive industries, or 
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provincial forestry and mining ministries may make limited use of those sections of the survey 
database that specifically address expectations of what would be unacceptable impacts from 
resource harvesting. 
The resource harvesting sector and provincial ministries responsible for land 
management have attempted to quantify public impacts from resource harvesting. The forest 
sector has led this process with research targeting the visual impacts of logging (Forest 
Development Section, 1997). This research is based upon similar principles as that used in 
recreation impact research with the use of slide/photo presentations of a variety of harvest and 
non-harvest conditions (Hull et al, 1995; Ruddell, Gramann, Rudis, & Westphal, 1989). The 
visual quality of forests after harvesting is recognised as significantly affecting public 
attitudes towards forest practices and of concern where multiple uses of the forests occur. 
Visual Quality Objectives (VQOs), a common method of assessing stand disturbance patterns 
from forest haniesting, are based upon public assessments of partial cutting scenes using 
percentage of volume or stems removed, by the average height of residual trees (Forest 
Development Section, 1997). The results of the 1997 study indicated that preference for 
natural versus altered landscape scenes differed by community and demographic variables, 
though all groups preferred natural scenes (Forest Development Section, 1997). Neither sex 
nor location of original residence (rural or urban) appeared to influence preferences; however, 
age, level of education, and income were highly correlated with preferences. Younger 
populations, higher levels of education or income did equate with stronger preferences for 
natural scenes over altered landscapes (Forest Development Section, 1997). Heritage visitors 
tend to have higher incomes and education, and also to report similar preservationist values in 
environmental impact studies (Phillips & Tubridy, 1994; Prentice, 1994). Results ofthis study 
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correlated with previous research with respondents reporting similar preferences for least 
disturbance impacts (Jurowski et al. 1995; Schroeder, 1984; Shelby & Harris, 1985). Heritage 
visitors to Barkerville tend to have high incomes and levels of education (Williams et al. 
1995) and in this study their preferences for unaltered scenes closely matched that of similar 
demographic populations. 
The overall uniform findings in the VQO study where all groups preferred natural over 
altered scenes and lightly modified over heavily modified altered scenes suggests that various 
publics will consistently prefer least altered conditions (Forest Development Section, 1997). 
Other studies have found that attitudes based upon written descriptions do correlate with 
photographs or on-site inspections, suggesting the use of written descriptions is adequate to 
determine public expectations (Shelby & Harris, 1985; Webb & Worchel, 1993). The 
aforementioned research supports the findings of the thesis study, in that respondents will cite 
preferences for unmodified over modified scenes, and that visitors do accurately cite their 
preferences without the use of visuals or site inspections. Survey respondents did indicate less 
resistance to distant over near disturbances, and reported less resistance to viewing non-active 
resource impacts (non-active roads, non-active site disturbance over active, etc) than ongoing 
extraction activities. These findings correlate with other recreation research findings, and 
suggest how resource harvesting management activities can be modified to limit impacts upon 
the recreating public (Boerwinkel, 1995; Eagles & Martens, 1997; Johnson et al. 1997). The 
primary strategy to limit these impacts has been the spatial or temporal control over activities. 
For example, precluding a recreating public from using a landbase during active extraction 
activities or relocating these activities away from primary recreational areas. 
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5.4 The Heritage Resource and Visitors 
Tourism is undergoing fundamental shifts in consumption, with the hedonistic sun and 
sand tourism giving way to a diversified marketplace of specialised tourism catering to 
targeted visitor groups (Hall & Weiler, 1992). Heritage tourism is one of these specialised 
tourism products, attracting a refined, educated clientele, often more affluent than hedonistic 
tourists and seeking an educational experience (Nuryanti, 1996; Yale, 1991). The study 
population at Barkerville conformed to this demographic profile of the heritage tourist as a 
well educated, affluent, highly discerning visitor. Survey results also indicated that Barkerville 
met or exceeded most visitors' expectations for a heritage experience. This was also 
confirmed in the previous Williams et al. study (1994). 
Continuing to meet or exceed the satisfaction of the visiting public is both a goal of 
Wells, the local community dependent upon tourism revenues from visitors, and managers to 
Barkerville. This becomes part of the rationale for this study and for inclusion of visitors 
perspectives into an LRMP system. Over 75% of all survey respondents had indicated that 
they would likely make use of a heritage trail if one were available. Interviews with a heritage 
manager and the local recreational and tourism society representative indicated that one of the 
goals of tourism development is to offer a specialised tourism or heritage product to a 
diversified visitor population, and to retain these visitors for a longer period of time. This is 
supported by previous research done in the Wells-Barkerville area that focussed both on the 
heritage of the region, and the expanse of available trails for recreationists as a useful method 
of encouraging local economic development (Campbell, 1994). As the majority of respondents 
had indicated an interest in travelling on a heritage trail, offering this service could attract 
visitors to stay in the region for a longer period oftime. Moore and Barthlow (1998) highlight 
the growing popularity of long-distance trails in the United States as a method of attracting 
and retaining heritage visitors for longer stays. 
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Heritage tourists have been identified as a significant visitor market, and overseas 
visitors cite significant interest in visiting heritage, native, and natural sites in BC (Province of 
BC, 1991). Previous studies at Barkerville (Williams et al, 1994) have recognised the present 
limited length of stay for heritage visitors as one of the greatest barriers in the region to 
increasing tourism revenues. The region presently offers two primary tourist or recreational 
experiences: canoe trips in Bowron Lakes Provincial Park, or heritage visits to Barkerville. 
Already much crossover traffic exists with many canoeists visiting Barkerville. Offering 
additional tourism sites may retain these visitors for longer periods or attract recreational 
canoeists seeking a different recreation experience. 
Survey respondents cited limited resistance to past forms of resource extraction 
continuing now (survey questions 5 and 7). This was combined with relatively neutral feelings 
towards meeting logging or mining workers. Specific questions related to the expectations of 
impacts from active resource harvesting activities however, such as hearing logging/mining 
trucks, seeing dust or smoke, or other related impacts received uniform negative ratings. Such 
results might suggest that low-scale resource harvesting activities could be compatible with 
recreational activities when monitoring and continuous impact assessment indicators are 
applied. This is supported by the survey responses to question 6b, which indicated that those 
activities that were felt to be low impact, or of a traditional nature were acceptable activities 
near the proposed heritage trail. 
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5.5 The Nature of the Resource 
The Forest Sector as it Affects the Cariboo Wagon Road 
Not all resource harvesting representatives align themselves with similar goals or 
attitudes towards shared-use planning or decision making. The primary conflict occurs due to 
the nature of the resource in question. While forestry can occur on any landscape with 
merchantable timber, mineral extraction can only occur where the resource is found. This 
difference in harvesting requirements often alienates different resource industries rather than 
creates allies. 
The forest industry generally recognises that their operations may be compatible with 
other activities when forestlands are not alienated from industry use. Thus, the forest industry 
operating in the region often cooperates with local interest groups who have non-commercial 
mandates (i.e., recreation, tourism, etc.) if their interests are not seen as imperilling timber 
extraction operations. Often this cooperation may mean alteration in size or location of 
cutblocks, but may not represent the loss of timber harvesting. Forest companies operating in 
the Wells-Barkerville corridor have modified their operations through the use of visual quality 
objectives in cutblock design and have also relied on horse logging to limit other impacts. 
These types of impact mitigation strategies are negotiated and introduced into harvest plans at 
the forest plan design level. The plans are often developed with the cooperation of the 
Ministry of Forests, local community interests, and the forest industry (Quesnel Forest 
District, 1990). 
This stakeholder consultation approach that industry active in the area seem to be 
adopting is dependent upon staff familiar with shared-use planning processes and with the 
firms having the income and time to participate in such planning. Interviewees from the local 
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forest industry and representatives from the Ministry of Forests have indicated that most 
harvesting activities now occurring in the Wells-Barkerville area do so after an integrated 
planning approach which includes direct community member participation as stakeholders in 
sub-regional plans. This has sometimes resulted in stringent conditions being applied in 
regards to viewscape impacts from harvesting and in recognition of area heritage values 
(Quesnel Forest District, 1990). Interviews revealed that this planning participation for both 
the forest industry and ministry required large commitments of time and staff, and resulted in 
delayed harvest plans, though forest industry and ministry interviewees suggested that 
community resistance to harvesting may have been reduced. 
The representative of the historical society had indicated that the organisation presently 
consults with the two largest regional forest firms over harvest plans and activities, and have 
indicated lands that may benefit from low-impact harvesting. In the case of the Cariboo 
Wagon Road, requests have been made to consider low-scale harvesting near certain portions 
of the trail. This is to improve viewscapes, where present mature timber restricts the visibility 
of recreationists. The forest around this section of the Cariboo Wagon Road is mature 
secondary growth and visibility is highly restricted by the uniform nature and size of stands. 
The historical society feels that opening viewscapes in the mature timber could improve the 
recreational aspects of the trail. There is substantial research to suggest that creating 
viewscapes which reveal mountain peaks, and thinning stands to increase the visual 
penetration into the stand will be desirable to many visitors (Forest Development Section, 
1997; Hull et al, 1995; Kaplan, 1987; Schroeder, 1984). Modifications to the mature forest 
surrounding the Cariboo Wagon Road are justified in certain locations to promote the visual 
attraction of landscape features. 
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Mineral Exploration as it Affects the Cariboo Wagon Road 
The Barkerville-Wells area has had a history of mineral exploration and harvesting 
since the 1850's. Presently, both placer and underground (hard rock) mineral licenses are 
active in the area. Many interviewees had felt that larger resource firms are easier to work with 
in an integrated planning format because of their expertise and ability to direct staff to 
resolving problem issues. Large mining firms are viewed in a similar vein by these 
interviewees. However, in the lands bordering the Cariboo Wagon Road, the mass majority of 
mineral leases are placer operations. A mining ministry representative considers such placer 
operations to be Mom and Pop' businesses, without the time, income, or expertise to actively 
participate in shared-use planning systems. 
Other small, diverse resource dependent industries (e.g. hunting guides, fly-in fishing 
lodges, etc), have coordinated their participation in shared-use land planning through 
membership organisations that represent the groups' interests. This has also occurred with the 
placer mining industry through the Cariboo Placer Mining Operator's association. It was felt, 
however, that as placer miners are a very diverse lot, the ability for one participant to represent 
their interests is very limited. Yet the lengthy planning process, often running over multiple 
years, is a severe strain on any one individual participating. 
As the mineral resource is found in limited deposits, it is necessary for the placer miner 
to harvest that resource where it is found. Through interviews it became evident that any 
alienation from legal placer exploration leases is not acceptable to placer mining interests. The 
nature of placer mining operations will impact on recreationists' enjoyment of the trail. 
Survey responses indicated that the type of activities associated with these operations, such as 
the noise and sight of vehicles, machines, etc. would have strongly negative impacts towards 
the enjoyment of the trail. These two activities do not appear compatible on the same 
landscape. 
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The issue of a trail buffer is the primary deterrent for mining stakeholders participation 
on shared-use land planning forums dedicated to the development of the heritage trail. The 
application of any buffer severely limits the utilisation of a placer lease. A placer lease is 500 
by 1000 meters, so a 200 meter buffer could reserve more than 40% of the lease from placer 
harvesting. As the trail parallels Lightning Creek for much of its course, and most placer 
leases lie alongside this creek, a buffer zone would be a great hindrance to mineral harvest 
operations. Possible resolutions to this barrier include establishment of a heritage trail without 
a buffer, the placement of temporal or spatial restrictions on placer mining, or cancellation of 
the placer leases with compensation. 
5.6 Shared-use Planning Impacts 
Owen (1998) states that the development of a sustainable land use strategy is only 
possible if meaningful public participation emphasising consensus-seeking approaches in the 
development of land and resource use plans is adopted. The issue of consensus, and how 
public participation and decision-making is to be recognised in land use planning processes is 
a primary challenge in shared-use land planning. Within the interviews undertaken in this 
study, a definition of consensus was very problematic. While some public participants view 
consensus as requiring total or complete agreement in opinion, and join land use planning 
processes with this understanding, for other bodies there is a very different attitude. Both 
industry and government consider public input to be important, even essential to the present 
resource use planning process going on in the Cariboo-Chilcotin; they do not recognise the 
public or any other groups as the final arbitrator of land use planning decisions. For all 
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stakeholders, consensus is a goal, but the level of importance that is placed on this by various 
stakeholders does differ. To date, consensus has more often been supplanted by majority 
opinion rather than absolute agreement (Owen 1998). 
The effort to reach a point of consensus is dependent upon each participating 
stakeholder recognising the benefit of their participation, and their belief that their position or 
needs will be equitably assessed against all others. This again is a significant area of 
contention. Placer miners view the development of a heritage trail as a threat to their 
livelihood. As the Cariboo Wagon Road crosses through active placer leases, the application 
of a buffer zone to form a trail corridor would preclude placer operations. When stakeholders 
view an essential need as in opposition to another planning position, they are most likely to 
contest shared-use planning rather than seeking resolutions. The mining sector would appear 
to be reticent to cooperate in shared-use planning processes if any lands having placer leases 
were to be alienated from harvesting. 
Butler (1993, p. 221) defines successful integration of multi-use resource management 
as "the incorporation of an activity into an area on a basis acceptable to other activities and the 
environment within the general goal of sustainable or long-term development". Shared-use 
recognises that activities must be compatible ifthey are to occur on the same landscape. The 
recreation and tourism association and mining representatives actually felt that often IRM 
functions best as a method of limiting multiple use of an area, and instead focuses on best uses 
of an area to the exclusion or limitation of other uses. Such contentious approaches to the 
meaning of IRM segments participants into positions where one party believe that multiple 
use can satisfy most needs, and the other party believe that planning should best demarcate 
uses to the exclusion of others. Such a difference in the understanding of the benefits of IRM 
limits the ability to reach consensus on decisions with varied and substantially differing 
outcomes. 
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The risks to mining interests focus on the expropriation of rights granted by the 
Crown. By granting a placer lease the Crown is obligated to allow placer operations on the 
lease. Removal of this right would entail compensation, unlikely at a time of limited 
government revenues. For placer miners their position in land use planning is clear: they have 
been granted a Crown right to operate on a specific piece of land, and removal of that right is 
unlawful without just compensation. The limits to cooperation in IRM planning for mining 
stakeholders may centre on the mitigation of avoidable impacts to other parties from their 
placer operations, and the obeisance of any legal requirements around protection of historical 
resources. Placer miners may not countenance any limits placed on their operations from a 
trail buffer zone. 
5. 7 Recreation Conflict 
Survey results from this study are consistent with many recreation conflict studies; 
conflicts exist between motorised and non-motorised users, and between equestrian and all 
other users (Stewart & Carpenter, 1989; Tarrant, Cordell & Kibler, 1997; Watson, Niccolucci, 
& Williams, 1994). In cases of recreation resources where previous multiple recreational uses 
have occurred, managers are often hindered from limiting future use due to the existing use 
precedent. This history of previous use affecting management decisions was evident when 
equestrian use was allowed on the Grease Trail. With a lengthy history of recreational and 
commercial horse riding in the area it was felt that the heritage trail managers could not 
retroactively limit their use (Province ofBC, 1985). Previous research into multiple-use 
recreation management has also indicated public resistance to denying access to recreational 
groups with a historical precedent of use (Moore & Barthlow, 1998; Schneider & Winter, 
1998). 
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Presently, while the Cariboo Wagon Road receives limited recreational use, many 
types of recreationists do use the trail in all four seasons. The trail is one of many in the 
Barkerville-Wells area used by hikers, bicyclists, equestrians, and in winter both snowmobile 
and cross-country skiers. Present low levels of use may allow all recreational user types to 
coexist without conflict. However, previous case studies would suggest a management plan is 
necessary to avoid future problems. Over 75% of all survey respondents cited an interest in 
using the trail for non-motorised use and predominately in non-winter activities. Some trails in 
the region are already managed to the exclusion of motorised access and responding to the 
majority opinion in this study by not allowing motorised summer use is warranted. 
The heritage management interviewee cited concerns with mountain bikers transiting 
through Barkerville to get onto the Cariboo Wagon Road (Barkerville has a policy of allowing 
recreationists entrance to Barkerville in transit to recreation areas). Visitors to Barkerville felt 
that the presence of mountain bikes detracted from the historical experience. In respect of the 
value of the historical experience, Barkerville does not allow motorised transport on their 
grounds. Mountain bikes, as modem modes of transport also can conflict with the 
interpretative image that Barkerville tries to portray. Modem recreational modes of travel may 
also create recreational conflicts if they are allowed on the heritage trail. 
The local historical society responsible for promoting and maintaining heritage trails 
also presently has a policy of discouraging motorised access onto heritage trails. The local 
recreation and tourism association, which is responsible for the general promotion of non-
heritage trails in the Barkerville-Wells area, attempts to manage for conflicting recreation uses 
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through spatial recreation management. Motorised summer traffic is discouraged from use of 
many of their trails, and winter use is managed by separating snowmobiles and skiers 
(Campbell, 1994). As snowmobilers are a significant source of winter tourism revenue 
(Campbell, 1994) it is not in the community's interest to discourage their presence, but they 
are spatially managed to encourage as diverse use of the area's trail resources as possible. 
Ministry of Forests interviewees stated that a goal ofheritage management is to not 
allow motorised summer use so as to limit damage to any historical resources on the trail (the 
corduroy roadbed itself is a historical resource). Motorised winter use is less of a concern due 
to the heavy snowpack buffering direct machine impacts. Snowmobiler associations are 
popular in the Cariboo, and interact with recreation managers and other interest groups when 
conflict issues arise. Ministry officials recognise the pre-existing use by snowmobilers and 
prefer to avoid restricting their use without direct evidence of abuse or damage. Survey 
respondents listed very little interest in participating in winter recreation; potential winter 
recreational conflicts may not be a significant management concern. 
A noted strength of sub-regional plans by many interviewees was the broad 
encapsulation of issues and the connection of resources into a comprehensive planning 
scheme. Within recreation planning it was noted that closing off any one trail to a certain type 
of user would simply shift that user to other nearby resources, and that this was best planned 
for when making allocation decisions. Unforeseen results of the closure of a number of trails 
to motorised summer use in the Wells-Barkerville area has resulted in diversion to the sub-
alpine where controlling access is difficult. This environment is much more susceptible to 
damage from motorised use than some of the previous areas that were popular and the benefit 
of this management strategy is limited by the resulting damage elsewhere. Planning that 
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encompasses a broader scope and involves motorised recreationists can promote use in areas 
compatible with that activity. 
5. 7 Alternative Public Input Methods 
Citizen participation planning processes depend upon a variety of public planning and 
informational tools such as open houses, lectures/community presentations, public hearings, 
one-on-one interviews, and information access meetings (Institute for Participatory 
Management and Planning, 1994). These processes are essential in encouraging the public 
participation that forms the basic structure ofiRM planning. Question 11 of the study 
interviews sought the opinion of involved stakeholders as to methods of soliciting the attitudes 
of diverse user groups, other than the survey that was employed in this study. Respondents 
provided a limited range of suggestions that could address the challenges of accessing a 
diverse public, providing them with some of the complex information necessary in making 
resource assessment values, and meeting operational goals concerning potential time or 
financial constraints. These methods included: a more open surveying system that would 
solicit non-heritage visitors, focus groups, in-person interviews and charettes. 
Dependent upon finances, time constraints and public commitment, any audience may 
be solicited through the use of surveys. Local user groups have multiple methods in which 
they may participate in public planning, and this study did not specifically target a local 
population. All visitors to Barkerville did have the possibility of participating in this study. 
Other trail users, such as snowmobilers or hikers, would only have been able to participate in 
this study if they were visiting Barkerville during the address collection period of this 
research. Surveying other populations may expand the variety of responses, however, this may 
not reflect expectations around interpretative functions of a heritage trail, or identify any 
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differences in how various types of trails are perceived by different user populations. It should 
be recognised that a heritage trail differs in function from a strictly recreational use. That is, 
visitors may be expecting an interpretive, educational, or historical experience, rather than 
strictly a recreational experience. 
Focus groups were another possible method to gather planning information from 
potential users of a heritage trail. This is a common method of soliciting the attitudes of a 
diverse population. However, usually limited populations are evaluated as to their attitudes 
(Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990). Focus groups are considered to be of a special type in terms of 
their size, composition, and procedures, and are formed for a common purpose (Krueger, 
1994). These groups are commonly used in BC resource management plans such as LRMP's, 
the CORE process, and IRM planning teams. Focus groups are also commonly used as a 
management tool in business and marketing applications. The qualities of the focus group 
which make it popular for resource management are similar to that of business applications: 
access to experiential participant knowledge, opinions, and world-views of the participants, in 
a context of synergistic interaction (Johnson, 1996). Focus groups require however, a larger 
time commitment than a survey, offer a much smaller sample size, and provide qualitative, 
rather than quantitative data. They may be useful in cooperatively analysing quantitative data 
once it has been collected, to reach consensus or majority opinion on actions that should be 
taken. A focus group will not provide the same quantity of data, or from as wide an audience, 
and thus, may play a stronger role in the management planning, rather than initial field data 
collection. 
In-person interviewing, which is another qualitative method of data collection, was 
employed in this study to solicit information from involved planning stakeholders. Some of 
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the challenges with interviewing that would detract from its usefulness in soliciting the 
opinions of potential user groups are: a great quantity of information is derived from a limited 
sample population, the cost and length of time required to conduct multiple interviews, the 
ability to reach representative populations, and interpreting the information in a statistical 
fashion to reveal trends or widely held beliefs (Adams & Schvaneveldt, 1991). Interviews tend 
to be a good method of collecting information from opinion leaders or specialists in many 
fields, where they might not be solicited through random chance type data collection methods. 
This was the purpose employed for interviews in this study. Seeking such data from heritage 
trail users will again result in an extremely limited sample population. 
Charrette's are a focused method of planning that incorporates multi-stakeholder or 
shared decision making, in a pre-specified planning session format. It involves an intensive 
brainstorming session, involving any number of participants, and lasting for a fixed period of 
time (Institute for Participatory Management and Planning, 1994). The charrette participants 
are all involved in defining the problems (though this may be pre-established), setting their 
objectives, and developing their own solutions. Potential success is based upon well-informed 
participants, the participation of impacted stakeholders, an open environment encouraging a 
diverse range of ideas, the availability of any information required by participants to make 
sound decisions, and the recognition of the need for final decisions (Institute for Participatory 
Management and Planning, 1994). Charrettes are a popular method of public planning 
management, and when appropriately used are considered very productive in developing 
community supported decisions. The heritage management representative, who suggested the 
application of charrettes, considered this a useful planning tool when previous data collection 
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methods such as surveys have been completed. Again, such a method would best be employed 
in conjunction with a survey, rather than instead of it. 
5.8 Summary 
Despite growing interest in expectancy theory research in the recreation and tourism 
fields the identification of expectations by demographic or investment variables continues to 
be challenging. This study found that different visiting populations conform to relatively 
homogenous impact expectations from recreational or industry activities. Respondents largely 
prefer low-impact, non-mechanised industrial activities. The somewhat homogenous results 
may be indicative of all heritage visitors displaying similar environmental expectations, or a 
larger overall affect of public environmental aesthetic preferences. The identification of a 
range of impact levels from industrial activities suggests that surveys based on expectancy 
theory may be used to develop industry harvest plans. Many studies have validated the use of 
written descriptions to identify environmental preferences. 
Heritage tourism is one of the fastest growing forms of tourism world wide and has 
been identified as of great interest to BC visitors. Heritage trails set in natural environments 
are attractive in providing cultural, structural, and natural heritage features simultaneously. As 
linear sites traversing diverse landscapes with multiple uses they create substantial land and 
resource management challenges. Soliciting the expectancies of heritage visitors provides 
substantial data on use patterns and potential negative impacts from other resource uses. 
Heritage visitors, due to their significant presence in the BC tourism industry represent a 
population whose viewpoints should not be disregarded. 
Both the forestry and mining sectors of the BC economy are significant stakeholders in 
LRMP. Results from the study survey indicate that forest harvesting impacts can be mediated 
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both spatially and temporarily; primarily by placing roads out of site of trail users, harvesting 
in winter when possible, and the use ofhorselogging over mechanised when feasible. Mining 
impacts are a more controversial issue and the application of a trail buffer remains the most 
intransigent conflict. The participation of mining interests continues to be problematic in the 
LRMP. 
Survey results regarding recreation conflict are consistent with that of numerous 
studies; recreationists predominately prefer non-motorised and non-equestrian modes. Use 
patterns will be primarily in summer or seasons combined with summer. Concerns with 
recreation impacts to the proposed heritage trail primarily consist of potential interpretative 
conflicts, impacts upon the trailbed, and use conflict. A noted concern is the displacement of 
users who presently recreate on the trail to other sensitive sites in the Barkerville-Wells area. 
Finally, various alternative methods of public input have been suggested. These consist 
of surveying systems to solicit other types of users, focus groups, interviews and charettes. All 
methods offer the potential to diversify data collection methods, but cannot supplant the use of 
a heritage visitor survey. LRMP encourages a variety of data collection methods and may 
benefit from application of some of these methods. All but the survey method are dependent 
on relatively small sample sizes and are thus susceptible to not being reflective of overall 
audience desires. 
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Chapter Six 
Management Implications and Recommendations 
6.1 Introduction 
While land and resource planning in BC has undergone substantial changes, as is 
evident in this study, serious community, resource and political challenges to adoption of 
these new forms of planning still exist. A variety of concerns have been raised including the 
role and authority of stakeholders, the incorporation of multiple resource uses or their 
separation, how conflicting land-use policies may be mediated, and what resource and human 
management tools are available to aid LRMP decision-making. 
In recognition of these challenges, planning systems have become much broader in 
their approach, and accepting of different position-based stakeholders. The tools to aid this 
newfound belief in consensus based planning are in their infancy however, and often do not 
receive support for their adoption by all parties in shared-use planning. Tools that quantify 
attitudinal data, and that address the applied demands of resource management gain more 
support from stakeholders than do controversial public opinions that appear to be without a 
quantifiable foundation. 
This study supports previous literature's suggestion that use expectancies can be 
analysed without a recreationist or tourist actually visiting the site (Cho, 1998 Schreyer et al., 
1984; Shelby & Harris, 1985). Expectancies of site quality or assessments of expected impacts 
from resource harvesting activities can be quantified through administration of a survey to 
potential visitor populations. Those visitors possessing similar product expectations (i.e., 
heritage visitors) may express somewhat homogenous attitudes towards the development of 
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management protocols for heritage trail design plans, but these expectations can be quantified 
to reveal specific product standards. The relatively homogenous results found in this study did 
not support the hypotheses generated through expectancy theory, which suggests that further 
investigation is needed into identifying how expectations are formed, and how site specific 
expectation assessments are developed by visitors. 
6.2 Implications for Heritage Status 
The Heritage Conservation Act includes a provision to allow heritage recognition of 
any site/resource that does not meet the criteria of originating prior to 1846 through an Order 
in Council. This is meant to recognise a historical site as significant to provincial history and 
worthy of protection, irregardless of age. Without a resolution of other resource use conflicts 
however, it is unlikely heritage status will be granted due to political and special interest 
pressure. The development of the Grease Trail was a lengthy process, and historical status was 
only granted after all regional parties had agreed to a planning resolution. Consensus based 
planning is a method of reaching stakeholder agreement on the establishment of a Cariboo 
Wagon Road heritage trail. 
6.3 Multi-stakeholder Participation in LRMP's 
The region around Barkerville-Wells was recognised in the Cariboo-Chilcotin CORE 
process as a special management zone (Quesnel Forest District, 1990). That is, resources in 
the region must be managed in a sensitive manner to recognise the multiple resource values, 
community interests, and large visitor populations that use or reside in the area. For 
community or heritage representatives this means protection of all heritage resources in the 
area will be assured, buffer zones or sensitive management that accents rather than detracts 
from the historical representation of the area will be in place, and consideration of non-
industrial users is ensured. Not all stakeholders presently accept this. 
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Placer mining operations have significant challenges to incorporation of a heritage trail 
within their operating leases. Almost the entire length of the proposed heritage trail transits 
active placer leases, so placer miners have a legitimate and significant interest in all resource 
planning decisions in the area. The primary challenge to adoption of a heritage trail is the 
buffer zone; due to its size, it would preclude extraction operations on significant portions of a 
placer lease. Three options are available to overcome this challenge: development of a 
heritage trail with no buffer, expropriation of placer leases with compensation, or to allow 
leases to expire without options for renewal. As expropriation is unattractive due to provincial 
funding restraints, and the placer leases likely have limited gold reserves (these leases are 
some of the most heavily explored leases in the province, without a recent history of 
significant finds), allowing the leases to expire, and then implementing a buffer zone is the 
most attractive option to resolve the most intransigent resource planning issue. 
Forest companies in the region already have an active history of participating in 
shared-use resource planning in the area. They have cited interest in continuing with such 
relationships and appear able to adjust their operations in consideration of heritage concerns. 
The nature of timber resources allows for flexible harvesting; that is, the majority of Crown 
land is forested and operations have considerable flexibility in shifting harvesting to areas of 
lesser multi-use conflict. It is also a requirement of forest firms that they carry out 
archaeological or historical assessments of proposed cutblocks. Heritage conservation 
concerns can be accommodated within forest harvesting in the overall region and precedents 
exist for this within the Barkerville corridor (Quesnel Forest District, 1990). Through shared-
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use negotiations, forestry plans can be coordinated within the overall conservation needs that 
focus on development of a heritage trail. 
This study has generated specific trail management concerns around periods of 
harvesting, location of cutblocks, presence of harvesting equipment, and noise disturbance. 
Interview data has revealed that forest firms can easily operate in winter, are amenable to 
horse logging when it is economically viable, are willing to modify harvest procedures when 
possible, and are required to take historical resources into concern during operations 
(presently the Wagon Road is not considered a heritage resource by Heritage Conservation 
Act standards). These conditions suggest that it is possible to incorporate recreational, 
historical, and forest harvesting needs together. Primary recommendations for forest 
harvesting operations are: to concentrate harvesting in winter to limit impacts; locate roads out 
of sight of recreationists using the trail; limit operations near trail or water bodies; consult 
closely with informed historical experts in the region; and identify primary heritage resources 
where protection considerations should override all other management concerns. There is 
significant existing support from heritage managers and heritage interest groups to 
cooperatively manage these areas for maximum sustained use. 
Implications for Recreationists or Tourists 
There is significant resistance to allowing motorised or equestrian use of the proposed 
heritage trail. Recreational conflict between these competing uses is familiar across North 
America and there is justification for limiting motorised access to the trail. As indicated in the 
survey results, recreational use would primarily occur in non-winter months, and thus these 
would be the seasons of greatest conflict. Concerns also exist that motorised use would impact 
the historical roadbed (in itself a significant historical resource). Non-motorised uses should 
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be compatible with limited recreational conflict, and accent the historical influence of the trail 
rather than distract from it. A potential historical conflict is the presence of mountain bikes, 
which have created managerial challenges at other heritage sites in the region. Mountain 
bikes, as modem modes of recreation, will likely negatively impact the historical experience 
of travelling on the trail. If the trail is expected to have an interpretative function then 
mountain bikes should not be allowed. 
There exist other trail resources in the Barkerville-Wells area that are acceptable for 
recreational uses not deemed acceptable on a heritage trail. The benefit of planning on a sub-
regional level is the ability to forecast impacts upon comparable or complementary resources 
from land-use decisions, or provide other recreation resources for recreationists restricted from 
their traditional recreation sites. There are ample trail systems in the area to allow multiple 
use; it should be recognised, however, that motorised access must be allowed on other trails if 
illegitimate use is not to occur on a non-motorised designated trail. Communication and 
education will be the most effective system to encourage behaviour change (Schneider & 
Winter, 1998). 
Tourism activities on the trail should be similar to those of recreation and likely 
represent little conflict. Both guided tourism and unguided recreation received similar levels 
of support from respondents and the compatibility of activities is clear. All tourists accessing 
the trail will by necessity have to participate in a recreational activity, and thus, little cause 
exists to differentiate recreationists from tourists. 
6.4 Providing information for LRMP planning 
Shared-use planning processes are data and information intensive. Traditional methods 
of planning for resource industries have involved the production of vast quantities of technical 
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data to prove the economic merit of the project. Within an LRMP planning format, this data 
has proven difficult to interpret for non-technical audiences. Meanwhile, attitudinal data from 
community or recreation groups often has not been accepted, or has been discounted by 
industry or government due to questions of validity and bias. All stakeholders have cited 
concerns with bias in research methods, and validity of results from different stakeholder 
databases. Cooperation amongst stakeholders will require the recognition of the purpose for 
diverse data collection methods and the validity of these methods. 
Resources need to be applied to encourage the collection of data for non-harvest 
stakeholders and the coordination of these efforts between stakeholders. LRMP planning 
processes are already information saturated; however, better design of data collection and 
dispersal of information could ease information backlogs and limit stakeholder confusion. 
How data is collected and disseminated is crucial to the effectiveness of multi-stakeholder 
planning. In the Barkerville-Wells region, incorporation of a variety of data types and sources 
should promote better on-site planning. 
Resource Use Conflicts 
The rationale given for the continuation of resource harvesting vastly differed between 
forestry operations and placer mining. While the former activity is supported due to the 
economic value to the region, and the ability to moderate operations in consideration of other 
use values, the latter is primarily defended as a lifestyle or prior use right. For the natural 
resources harvesting sector this is a significant deviation from previous justification for 
continued access to a resource. A lifestyle or non-economic justification for resource 
extraction may in future become more frequent, and needs to be addressed within a planning 
format. Whether activities that may generate limited economic returns, and result in additional 
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governmental management costs, should be continued due to historical precedent will need to 
be seriously and conclusively addressed by resource and land planners. 
6.5 Recommendations for Future Research 
The use of surveys employing expectancy theory is a growing area of recreation and 
tourism research. Such research is beginning to increase in tourism studies targeting 
satisfaction levels of visitors (Cho, 1998) and the representation of tourism environments to 
visitors (Fenton et al., 1998). This study suggests that expectancy theory as employed in 
recreation and tourism research requires further investigation. The greatest determinant of 
impact expectation proved to be residency, but in an inverse relation to that which the theory 
suggests. Experience levels, importance of heritage, and importance of site continue to be 
problematic. These factors of expectancy theory require further investigation to clarify the 
relationship to expectation levels. 
In Canada, the representation of natural heritage environments is lacking both in 
research and in applied management solutions. The limited number of heritage trails that exist 
often have failed to incorporate historical connections between the landscape and the past 
inhabitants of the region or those utilising the trails. The Chilkoot Trail is a rare exception to 
this case and has demonstrated the attraction of gold rush heritage trails internationally, and 
the importance of the interpretation ofhuman actions and the environments in which they 
occur (Neufeld & Norris, 1996). 
Satisfaction is a direct consequent of a met expectation. Satisfaction research has been 
a mainstay of marketing studies for decades. In tourism or recreation, the product being 
offered is predominately an experience(s), yet satisfaction research has only recently begun to 
look at the relationship of person-expectation, and satisfaction. For industries in which the 
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experience will be the mainstay of the person's satisfaction, that is the primary long-lasting 
benefit from their activity, it is essential that a greater understanding of how expectations are 
developed and met be encouraged. Much of this research should be directed towards issues 
such as tourism/recreation marketing, interpretation and facilities design, and expectation by 
personal investment (both monetary and time) gradients. 
The relative uniform site quality expectations of survey respondents irregardless of 
residency, sex, or heritage importance variables indicates that concerns for environmental 
protection of heritage trails is paramount for all types of heritage visitors to Barkerville. 
Though these results were somewhat surprising when evaluated through expectancy theory, 
they may suggest the primacy of a relatively pristine environment to the needs of a recreating 
or touring public. The growth of the heritage tourism industry provides many opportunities to 
further evaluate the expectation characteristics of consumers. Do quality expectations 
consistently conform by demographic characteristics, or are these expectations more a general 
public reflection of the desire for pristine environments in which to visit and recreate? Public 
expectation research around environmental social values is generating further opportunities to 
more deeply explore these questions. As Canada still strongly depends upon a resource 
harvesting economic sector, the public expectations for environmental conservation need to be 
further examined. 
Application of pre-visit and post-visit expectancy surveys is a natural extension of 
analysing potential visitors expectations. Do their expectations match with post-consumption 
product satisfaction? That is, how accurately can tourists or recreationists identify their 
expectations for quality prior to experiencing an event or site? Such research is crucial to the 
justification for using expectancy research to dictate product design characteristics. 
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Longitudinal studies using pre- and post-visit surveys would strengthen the use of this theory 
in the recreation and tourism field. Tracking how expectations are formed, whether or how 
they are modified over time, and how conceptual expectations correlate with the product 
experience is vital in such an experiential field. Presently, the vast majority of such 
satisfaction research focuses on post-event studies and often fails to identify how consumers 
developed their expectations and how these expectations were personally interpreted. 
The survey results overall did not support the study hypotheses based on expectancy 
theory. Expectations did not increase with level of personal investment in the activity. As this 
is a crucial foundation of expectancy theory, this finding needs to be further investigated. 
Analysis of other user populations with different demographic characteristics than heritage 
visitors might differentiate heritage visitor expectations from that of other populations. Further 
research could then explore expectation levels by desired tourism or recreational activity. 
Visitors were not only homogenous in responses to industrial and recreational conflict, but 
also in preferred trail activity, and season of use. Non-heritage groups could indicate differing 
seasons or activity choice and have very different expectations. 
Results of the study indicate that for all populations other than Local, Barkerville was 
not the primary destination of their overall trip. This may reflect on the level of expectations 
that distant visitors reported for the proposed heritage trail. Major destinations that are the 
primary reason for travel may generate higher, and more differentiated expectations by 
investment than would a secondary site that is incidental to the overall trip plan. USA and 
International visitors reported the lowest rates of having planned on visiting Barkerville, prior 
to the beginning of their trip. This may have influenced the reported expectation levels. 
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While an individual's resource use expectations may not translate into action for that 
individual due to a number of confounding variables, it is clear that on a societal level 
expectations will translate into actions. This is critical for management planning, in that for 
limited resources to be applied to overcoming satisfaction barriers, a high level of certainty 
that expectations will result in action must be present. Further development of survey methods 
should be pursued in order to develop more sensitive satisfaction and expectation indicators. 
As a relatively recent area of research within the discipline of tourism and recreation studies, 
expectancy research may offer valuable data on visitor standards and expectations to 
managers. 
Modifications to this study that might clarify the use of expectancy research in heritage 
trail design might consist of surveying existing heritage trail visitors. Within BC, the Chilkoot 
Trail or the Grease Trail could offer a viable audience. The Grease Trail has limited 
recreationist numbers and multiple entry and exit sites that could complicate such a study 
(Province ofBC, 1993). The Chilkoot Trail, with one entry and exit point is an easier location 
to conduct research, but due to its remote location respondent bias might be a concern. Having 
traversed through a relatively remote and unimpaired wilderness environment, respondents 
could have significant bias about the environment gold rush trails are found in. 
The influence ofBarkerville historical and interpretative services may have affected 
respondents' expectations. Other expectancy research has indicated a connection between the 
influence of product marketing and visitor site expectations (Cho, 1998; Duke & Persia, 1994; 
Fenton et al. 1998). While this study sought to examine the expectations ofBarkerville 
visitors towards a heritage trail design plan, impacts of site influence could not be controlled 
for. Generally, expectancy theory would suggest that visitors expectations are formed by an 
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agglomeration of their heritage experience, rather than the solitary experience of the last site 
visited. How site-specific events and interpretative services influence future expectations also 
warrants further research. 
As one of the fastest growing segments of the tourism industry, heritage visitors should 
be evaluated as to their motivations and expectations towards heritage resources and 
interpretative services in Canada. Canada is one of the leading nations in providing visitors 
with historical resources set in natural environments; research is warranted in this area to 
ensure that heritage managers are able to deliver the heritage resources that people expect. 
Heritage visitors, due to their demographic and economic profiles, form a very attractive 
tourist market and warrant this further research. 
As a relatively young field of planning research, shared-use decision making has many 
barriers to overcome before meaningful multi-party participation can become a reality. There 
is presently a great gulf between professional resource managers who participate in LRMP 
and community or non-resource harvesting groups, who are still relative neophytes in resource 
planning. In order for shared-use participation to function as an equitable, consensus based 
planning system it is necessary that all parties feel they are participating from a position of 
strength, rather than disadvantage. Programs need to be developed that augment the skills 
stakeholders bring to the planning process, enable all parties to communicate on similar 
technical levels, and that emphasise best practices through the development of case models. 
6.6 Summary 
A significant barrier to heritage status for the proposed Cariboo Wagon Road heritage 
trail continues to be the Heritage Conservation Act. Due to the wording of the Act, an Order in 
Council recognising the trail as provincially significant is required. Unfortunately, Order's in 
Council are rarely employed without universal support by all affected ministries. Thus, 
without support of impacted mining stakeholders, heritage status becomes an unlikely 
scenario. This is the driving force behind the search for consensus agreement amongst 
stakeholders. 
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The Barkerville-Wells area has been recognised in the Cariboo-Chilcotin CORE plan 
as a special management zone. Substantial heritage, nature, social, and economic values exist 
in the area requiring the active cooperation of diverse populations if a long-term management 
plan is to be established. The survey results have provided a wealth of data for resource 
managers that can be useful in limiting the impact of harvest practises on other users. Primary 
methods of mitigating these impacts are the temporal and spatial separation of resource uses. 
The need to develop more sensitive instruments to detect visitor expectations and 
satisfaction antecedents is pressing for an industry in which the experience is the main benefit. 
Recommendations for further research include; the examination of expectation development, 
influence of marketing messages, the evaluation of expectations for site design, and the 
evolution of expectations by personal investment. This study has provided ample scope for a 
variety of future research directions. 
The study revealed relatively homogenous site quality expectations by a variety of 
demographic, investment, and heritage experience variables. Further research into 
environmental aesthetic values may detect a societal shift in the importance of natural 
environment preservation. For a province with a large resource harvesting sector such research 
may help to modify behaviours, develop more specific evaluation tools, and track satisfaction 
rates of tourists drawn to BC for its cultural and natural wonders. While the survey results 
overall did not support the study hypotheses, future modifications that may be of value include 
pre-visit and post-visit longitudinal expectancy surveys to detect satisfaction changes, 
targeting other heritage visitors, evaluating expectations by site designation within overall 
holiday plans, and investigating the expectations of diverse recreational and tourism 
populations. 
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Chapter Seven 
7.1 Conclusion 
The proceeding chapters have provided an interdisciplinary approach to examine land 
and resource planning challenges that will be encountered in the attempt to implement a multi-
stakeholder based management plan for the Stanley to Barkerville section of the Cariboo 
Wagon Road and its environs. The advent of integrated resource management planning 
systems, in BC often represented through LRMP, is a relatively new phenomenon throughout 
the world. This study sought to satisfy the multi-disciplinary data and stakeholder needs of an 
LRMP through the collection of heritage visitors impact expectations data by administration 
of a survey, and then to investigate how this data could be incorporated into multi-stakeholder 
planning systems. This second aspect of the study was achieved through a series of interviews 
with identified stakeholders in the region. 
Heritage visitors are a significant market segment to the BC tourism economy. In the 
Barkerville-Wells area, in which the proposed heritage trail is found, they are a central income 
generator for the local economy. It has been a stated aim oflocal heritage and tourism 
proponents to diversify the tourism product offered to visitors and retain them for lengthier 
visits. The provision of a heritage trail based upon part of the old Cariboo Wagon Road is an 
attractive method of attaining this goal. This goal has the active support of many community 
stakeholders eager to see one of the most significant historical resources in BC protected from 
further degradation. 
The method of eliciting the interest of heritage visitors in a proposed heritage trail, and 
of investigating their attitudes towards a range of recreational and industrial activities which 
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could occur within the vicinity of the trail, was through the application of a mailout survey. 
This survey, mailed to 595 visitors to Barkerville Historic Townsite Provincial Park, was 
based upon expectancy theory. This theory states that an individual's expectations for the 
quality of an experience will be based upon a component of their previous experience with 
similar events, their personal investment in the activity and assessment of influence on the 
outcome, combined with an evaluation of the local environment and conditions which could 
impact the outcome. Expectations when realised will result in satisfaction and reinforcement 
of the activity for future travel; when expectations are not met dissatisfaction results, with 
either future avoidance behaviours, or a re-assessment of previous expectancy antecedents. 
Expectancy research is a recent field of recreation and tourism research. As 
experiences are the primary consumer benefit of the tourism and recreation industry, the 
investigation of how expectations are developed and satisfaction met is a crucial field of 
research. This study presents a new adoption of expectancy research, the elicitation of tourist 
expectations for a heritage trail not yet developed. Expectations were identified by the 
individual's investment in reaching the data collection site (Barkerville Historic Townsite), by 
their personal evaluation of the importance of heritage to their tourism pursuits, whether they 
planned on visiting Barkerville prior to beginning their trip, and how important Barkerville 
was for their overall holiday experience. 
The mailout survey resulted in 445 completed surveys, representing a response rate of 
76.6%. Results revealed that resident and non-resident visitors are not largely differentiated in 
their expectations towards a range of recreational and industrial activities occurring on, or 
near, the proposed heritage trail. Overall, respondents preferred non-mechanised summer 
recreation, were neutral towards low-impact resource harvesting activities such as horse 
logging, and were strongly opposed to mechanised industrial resource harvesting. 
Surprisingly, international visitors' , who have the greatest investment in reaching the site, 
report the least opposition to industrial activities. This should be qualified by stating that 
international visitors still reported negative attitudes towards industrial activities. 
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Planning stakeholders involved in the Barkerville-Wells area were provided with a 
report outlining descriptive results of the survey data. They were then asked to participate in 
interviews which would identify their role in land and resource planning in the area, their 
attitudes towards IRM based planning, and an assessment of the value and purpose behind 
soliciting heritage visitors for their expectations towards impacts from multiple uses of the 
landscape surrounding the proposed heritage trail. Results reveal that stakeholders are 
differentiated in planning activities by the mandates and goals of their organisations, by the 
resources available to participate in planning, and by the nature of the resource activity they 
undertake. Adoption of external data, such as a heritage trail survey, is not universally 
supported by all stakeholders. While those pursuing non-industrial or non-governmental 
mandates view the collection of distant visitor attitudinal data as useful in promoting the 
recreation, heritage and tourism sectors, other stakeholders consider such data as less 
significant to their own data requirement needs. 
In Canada, limited research has occurred with adopting non-resident attitudes into 
planning protocols. As demands for public participation in planning grow, more diverse 
methods of soliciting the perspectives of resource users is required. A survey is an effective 
and cost efficient method of reaching a diverse population. The outreach of this study included 
visitors from four continents and provided a wealth of planning data. Survey results also 
indicate that the Canadian public continues to express strong interest in heritage sites and 
support for their establishment and protection. 
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Implications of the survey analysis for this study includes the suggestion that diverse 
populations express strong interest in the protection of natural landscapes, consider heritage 
trails as interesting historical sites to frequent, hold similar environmental aesthetic values, 
and view the participation of a range of public groups in resource and land planning as 
instrumental to successful LRMP systems. These findings will have severe implications for 
future industrial uses of the BC landscape, and suggest that diverse groups should be solicited 
for participation in planning activities. This participation may result in lower incidents of 
negative impacts and a more satisfied recreating and tourist public. 
A review of the interview data analysis for this study highlights the continued 
conflictive nature of land and resource planning. Stakeholders often differentiate themselves 
by positional negotiation, where planning outcomes are based upon win-lose scenarios, rather 
than searching for moderate middle ground. The primary determinant of whether an 
antagonistic negotiation style is adopted is the nature of the resource. Stakeholder dependence 
upon a resource, availability of the resource, sensitivity of the resource to secondary uses, and 
access rights will largely determine perceptions of the resource conflict. Consensus is unlikely 
when stakeholder groups consider their primary needs to be diametrically opposed to that of 
other stakeholders. 
The benefits of multi-resource management continue to be in contention. Some parties 
recognise the primary benefit as demarcating best possible uses of a landscape and then 
limiting secondary uses, while other parties consider LRMP to allow the compatible 
implementation of multiple activities on the same landscape. At the sub-regional planning 
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level this has been successfully implemented by recognising the primary resource needs of all 
stakeholders and producing management plans based upon avoidance strategies to limit 
impacts to primary or essential resources. For the proposed Cariboo Wagon Road heritage trail 
the primary resource needs in conflict are harvest rights for placer leases which would directly 
impact the trail by site disturbance, and multiple recreational activities generating conflict 
amongst different user groups. 
Recommendations for a heritage trail management plan include limiting resource 
extraction activities that will negatively impact visitors and the trail, restricting recreation 
activity to those identified as acceptable by the majority of visitors, and adopting heritage 
status for the trail. Methods to limit resource harvest impacts include employing low-impact 
systems whenever viable (such as horse logging), temporally separating activities by primarily 
harvesting in winter, and placing all roads or cutblocks out of line-of-sight. Due to location of 
placer leases in relation to the Cariboo Wagon Road this is not viable for placer miners. 
Limiting the granting of further placer permits and the strict monitoring of present activities is 
advised for this activity. Recreational and tourism activities can be regulated by restricting 
motorised summer recreation and the shifting of equestrian and bicycle activities to other 
nearby trails. As heritage status will require an Order-in-Council consensus agreement for a 
management plan is recommended. The primary barrier will be between the placer miners and 
the needs of historical protection. Further communication and negotiation should be 
encouraged to find an acceptable level of protection with placer exploration. 
Expectancy theory was employed as the theoretical construct for the study survey. The 
inability to differentiate expectancy levels by residency or importance of heritage to the 
respondent indicate that further research is needed into the determinants of expectation 
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development. A venues of investigation that may clarify these expectations include the priority 
or importance that the respondent places on the site under study, the length of overall visit to 
time at site, or influence of marketing message to experience outcome. 
Recommendations for future research include the application of pre- and post-event 
expectancy evaluation, satisfaction research which identifies individual antecedents to 
satisfaction, the determination of demographic influences upon expectations, and 
environmental social values as they affect expectancy formation. This study provides a 
backdrop to further research, with the development of an instrument to identify expectancies 
and the testing of its employment for a trail design plan. 
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Appendix 1 
Addressee 
Sex #of visits Sex 
Sex #of visits Sex 
Sex #of visits Sex 
Sex #of visits Sex 
Weather today _______ _ 
English 
Break/Lunch 
Sheet# _________ _ 
152 
Addressee Addressee Non-response 
#of visits Sex #of visits 
#of visits Sex #of visits 
#of visits Sex #of visits 
#of visits Sex #of visits 
Non-response codes 1- Not competent in 
2- Too Old 
3- Doesn't want to 
participate 
4- No time to talk 
5- Coming back to site 
6- Already filled out a 
survey 
7- Other 
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Appendix 2 
Cariboo Gold Rush Trail Survey 
This survey is sponsored by the BC Heritage Trust and the University ofNorthem British 
Columbia. It is being conducted in order to gain the public's input into a management plan 
for a twenty kilometer long heritage trail based on the old Cariboo Gold Rush Road. 
Simply check the 0 the box or answer in the space provided. 
Section 1 
This first section asks about your previous experience at heritage sites and or with heritage 
trails. This heritage experience may be while you were on a holiday or at a location near 
your home. Heritage trails are routes that show us how our ancestors or other previous 
cultures lived and worked (e.g. trading networks, exploration routes, or transportation links 
such as railways, waterways, or roads, amongst others). 
1. Was Barkerville the first heritage site you visited in 1997? 
DYes DNo 
If no, please list the names and locations of sites you have visited. 
2. a) Have you ever visited or traveled on a heritage trail before? 
DYes D No 
If yes, please list names and locations. 
b) How many times have you visited a heritage trail in the last three years? ___ _ 
3. a) Have you ever visited a museum or heritage centre that had an attached or related 
heritage trail which further explained the history of the area? 
DYes D No 
b) lfyes, what type ofheritage did this trail celebrate? 
D A transportation theme (e.g. a railroad or other form oftransport). 
D A cultural theme (e.g. a religious pilgrimage route). 
D An industrial theme (e.g. an old gold rush trail). 
DAn exploration theme (e.g. routes that opened areas to traders or.missionaries). 
D Other (specify)-------------------
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Section 2 
This section asks about your expectations concerning a number of conditions or potential 
factors that could be found on or near the proposed heritage trail whose final destination 
was Barkerville. We are interested in your opinion regarding design of this trail; even if you 
do not plan to use the trail. 
4. How important to you personally is visiting historical sites to your overall interest 
5. 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
g) 
in tourism? 
D It is important on every holiday I take. 
D It is important on most holidays I take. 
D It is important on half the holidays I take. 
D It is important on some of the holidays I take. 
D It is important on none of the holidays I take. 
Please state your level of support or opposition to the following human activities 
that could occur on or near the proposed trail. 
Strongly Strongly 
support Support Neutral Oppose oppose 
Mechanized logging operations D D D D D 
Traditional horse logging D D D D D 
Mining on the edge of rivers D D D D D 
Guided tourism D D D D D 
Hunting D D D D D 
Non-guided recreation D D D D D 
Other, specify D D D D D 
6. a) Of the activities listed in question 5, which do you feel should be allowed in 
the vicinity of the proposed heritage trail? (answer a, b, c, etc.) 
b) Please explain why you feel this way. 
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7. How would each of the following features affect your enjoyment of the heritage 
trail? 
Strongly Positive Neutral Negative Strongly 
positive effect effect effect negative 
effect effect 
a) Interpretive signs D D D D D 
b) Guides or staff in period costume D D D D D 
c) Historic era equipment beside the 
trail (e.g. machinery, etc.) D D D D D 
d) Restored buildings or structures 
(using traditional materials) D D D D D 
e) Interpretive brochure 
(used as a guide on the trail) D D D D D 
f) Past resource extraction that occurs 
now (e.g. mining on local rivers) D D D D D 
g) Traditional transportation 
(e.g. horse and wagon) D D D D D 
h) Bridges across streams D D D D D 
i) Widening the trail beyond its 
original width D D D D D 
j) Using modem materials to improve 
the trail (metal handrails) D D D D D 
k) Non-flush toilets in shelters 0 0 0 0 D 
8. How would the presence of logging or mining activities in the vicinity of the trail 
impact your enjoyment of the trail? 
D Strong positive impact 
D Positive impact 
D No impact either way 
D Negative impact 
D Strong negative impact 
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9. Please state your level of support or opposition for allowing the following 
recreationists to travel on the proposed heritage trail. 
Strongly Strongly 
support Support Neutral Oppose oppose 
a) Hikers, backpackers, or walkers D D D D D 
b) Horseback riders D D D D D 
c) Horse and wagon users D D D D D 
d) Bicyclists D D D D D 
e) Motorized (motorcycle, ATV, etc.) D D D D D 
f) Cross country skiers D D D D D 
g) Snowmobilers D D D D D 
h) Other, specify D D D D D 
10. How important would the following motivations be to your recreational enjoyment 
of the proposed heritage trail? 
Very Very 
Import. Import. Neutral Unimport. Unimport. 
a) Enjoying nature D D D D D 
b) Exploring the area D D D D D 
c) Learning about area's history D D D D D 
d) Experiencing solitude D D D D D 
e) Being with family/friends D D D D D 
f) Being with people 
with similar interests D D D D D 
g) Escape from familiar settings D D D D D 
h) Seeing historical remains/ruins D D D D D 
i) Visiting a protected heritage area D D D D D 
j) Other (specify) D D D D D 
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11. Please indicate how the following factors might impact your experience on the 
trail. 
Strong Strong 
positive Positive Neutral Negative negative 
impact impact impact impact impact 
a) Meeting logging/mining workers D D D D D 
b) Seeing trees being cut down D D D D D 
c) Sounds of motorbikes on the trail D D D D D 
e) Hearing logging/mining noise 
while stopping for lunch D D D D D 
f) Seeing native animals 
(e.g.; birds or moose) D D D D D 
g) Hearing a waterfall D D D D D 
h) Hearing chainsaws D D D D D 
i) Sounds of flying aircraft D D D D D 
j) Hearing logging/mining trucks D D D D D 
k) Seeing dust or smoke from 
logging or mining operations D D D D D 
1) Hearing logging/mining noise 
at camp in the morning D D D D D 
m) Hearing logging/mining noise 
in the evening D D D D D 
o) Sounds of road/highway traffic D D D D D 
12. If you were to visit the proposed heritage trail what seasons would you be most 
likely to recreate on the trail? (You may choose more than one season) 
13. If you were to recreate on the proposed heritage trail what recreational 
activity(ies) would you most likely choose? (You may choose more than one) 
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14. Please indicate how viewing the following activities would impact upon your 
enjoyment if you were to travel on the proposed heritage trail. 
Strongly Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Negative negative 
a) Viewing logging clearcuts that 
aren't within walking distance D D D D D 
b) Seeing clearcuts that are within 
100 meters/300 feet ofthe trail D D D D D 
c) Seeing clearcuts where you camp D D D D D 
d) Seeing logging activity near 
streams/lakes D D D D D 
e) Seeing logging/mining roads 
from the trail D D D D D 
f) Having a road cross over the trail D D D D D 
g) Seeing a road if no vehicles are on it D D D D D 
h) Hikers at a campsite along a stream D D D D D 
i) Seeing clearcuts within 100 meters 
or 300 feet of heritage structures D D D D D 
j) Seeing logging/mining equipment 
which is being operated D D D D D 
k) Mining that occurs in gravel banks 
along stream/rivers D D D D D 
1) Snowmobiles driving on the trail D D D D D 
m) Seeing a road within 100 meters 
or 300 feet of a heritage structure D D D D D 
n) Bicyclists riding on the trail D D D D D 
o) Seeing a road with vehicles on it D D D D D 
p) Seeing industrial workers while 
they are at work D D D D D 
q) A horse and rider on the trail D D D D D 
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15. Please rank the following groups as to how important you feel their opinions 
are with respect to developing a trail management plan. Begin by placing a "1" to 
the side of the group you consider most important, a "2" beside the next most 
important group, until all groups have been ranked. 
I,..-RAN.....,_---K.......,_(l,--t-hr_o_u-gh-7_,_)--, 
Local community residents ............................................. . 
Local First Nations (Indian) residents .......................... .. 
Logging or mining companies ........................................ . 
Government land managers ............................................ . 
Local heritage and recreational groups .......................... .. 
National and international tourists .................................. . 
Local visitors to the heritage trail .................................. .. 
Section 3 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
This last section asks about your visit to Barkerville in which you were contacted about 
participating in this survey and some general demographic characteristics which helps us to 
understand who might use the heritage trail. 
16. How far in advance did you plan your trip to Barkerville? 
Dno plan D < 1 day D 1 day D 2-7 days D 8-21 days 
D 22-31 days D 1-3 months D 3 +months 
17. a) Did you plan to visit Barkerville before you departed on your trip or holiday? 
DYes ONo 
18. How did your experiences at Barkerville compare to your expectations? 
Much better than expected Same as expected Much worse than expected 
01 02 03 04 Os 
19. How important was your visit to Barkerville for your overall holiday experience? 
Very 
important 
Ot 
Important 
02 
Neither important 
or unimportant Unimportant 
0 3 04 
Very 
unimportant 
Os 
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20. What would you estimate your expenses to be, in Canadian dollars (one US dollar 
is equivalent to $ 1.30 Canadian) for visit to Barkerville when you were contacted 
for this survey? 
$ for entrance fees. 
$ for accommodations while visiting Barkerville. 
$. _____ for meals, food costs, and fuel purchases. 
$ for gifts and miscellaneous purchases. 
21. How would you describe your visit to the area around Barkerville last summer? 
D a one day outing 
D a two day outing 
D a 3 to 7 day outing 
D more than 7 days 
22. How many days long was your entire trip to Canada, or if you are a Canadian 
resident, how long were you away from home? 
___ number of days for your entire trip. 
23. What do you consider a reasonable driving time for a same day visit to a tourist 
site if you were to depart your home and then return to your home the same day? 
___ number of hours for a return trip. 
Now I would like to ask you a few questions about yourself. 
24. Where is your permanent residence? 
City Prov./State Postal/Zip Code Country 
25. What year were you born? 19 __ . 
26. Your sex is: D Female DMale 
27. Which term best describes your current employment status? (Check 1 only) 
D Homemaker 
D Homemaker and paid employment (part-time) 
D Paid employment (specify occupation). _________ _ 
D Self employment (specify occupation). _________ _ 
D Student 
D Unemployed 
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D Retired (specify previous occupation) ____________ _ 
28. Please circle the highest number of years of education you have completed. 
(Please circle one number only). 
Elementary/Primary Secondary/High School College/University 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1 2 3 4 5 6 + 
29. Are you a member of any recreational or historical clubs or organizations? 
DYes (ifyes, please list) DNo 
Again, thank you very much for filling out this questionnaire! Your input will contribute to 
the development of a management design plan for this heritage trail. If you have any 
enquiries as to the results of this survey please feel free to contact Bill Field at the 
University ofNorthem BC. If you wish to provide further comments regarding any aspect 
of development of the proposed trail please feel free to write your comments in the space 
below or on the back of this page. 
Appendix 3 
December 28, 1997 
«First» «Last» 
«M 1st line address» 
«M 2nd line address» 
«PostalZip _code» 
«Country» 
Dear «Gender» «Last» 
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During your visit to the Barkerville Historic Townsite this past summer I approached you 
about participating in a survey examining heritage visitors feelings about design of a 
proposed heritage trail near Barkerville. At this time I am enclosing the survey which 
explores your expectations towards a number of conditions that could potentially occur on 
the proposed trail. I have included a momento of your Barkerville visit as a token of my 
appreciation for your contribution to this study. 
The questionnaire will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. Please return the 
survey in the self-addressed stamped envelope. Your participation is voluntary, the data 
you provide will be anonymous, and it will be kept strictly confidential. Once I have 
analyzed the data the questionnaires will be destroyed. 
There is ongoing discussion as to how to include all resource users in a land-use decision 
making process. By completing this survey your information will be utilized to gain a 
greater understanding of important design factors to be considered when developing this 
heritage trail. This data provides resource managers with vital information which can be 
difficult to collect from other methods. 
If you have any questions about this study please feel free to contact myself at the 
University of Northern BC. I can be contacted at the address below, or space is provided 
on the survey for any supplementary questions or comments you may have. 
Thank you very much for participating in this study. Your assistance is greatly 
appreciated! 
Sincerely yours, 
Bill Field, Master's candidate 
Resource Recreation and Tourism Program 
University of Northern British Columbia 
Prince George, BC 
V2N 4Z9 
Canada 
January 16, 1998 
«First» «Last» 
«M 1st line address» - - -
«M 2nd line address» 
«PostalZip _code» 
«Country» 
Dear «Gender» «Last» 
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About three weeks ago, I sent you a questionnaire asking for your opinions about the 
design of a proposed heritage trial, near the Barkerville Historic Townsite provincial park. 
As of today,~ have not yet received your completed questionnaire. I realise that you may 
not have had time to complete the questionnaire. However, I would like to emphasise how 
much your input can assist in design plans for this proposed heritage trail. 
This study seeks the input of individuals such as yourself to assist in the development of 
important heritage preservation plans. As a heritage visitor, your opinions are valued and 
so I hope to hear from each person contacted. Every response helps me to more clearly 
explain what is important to heritage visitors, and this information can then be used to 
develop heritage management plans. 
If our correspondence has crossed in the mail please accept my sincere thanks for your 
contribution. In the event that you did not receive a questionnaire, or you have misplaced 
it, I am enclosing another copy. 
Thank you very much for participating in this study. Your assistance is greatly 
appreciated! 
Sincerely yours, 
Bill Field, Master's candidate 
Resource Recreation and Tourism Program 
University of Northern British Columbia 
Prince George, BC 
V2N 4Z9 
Canada 
February 12, 1998 
«First» «Last» 
«M 1st line address» 
«M 2nd line address» 
«PostalZip _code» 
«Country» 
Dear «Genden> «Last» 
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In the last six weeks you have been sent two requests for your participation in a survey 
examining heritage heritage visitors expectations for a management plan on a proposed 
heritage trail. As of today, I have not yet received your completed questionnaire. Should 
you have for some reason not received the previous tow mailouts I am enclosing a third 
copy of the questionnaire. Your participation would be greatly appreciated. 
This survey provides the public with a voice in local heritage planning. Every response is 
important to us in revealing the public's expectations and desires. As a heritage visitor 
your input is valued and so I hope to hear from each person contacted. Every response 
helps me to more clearly reveal the desires of heritage visitors for the benefit of heritage 
planners. 
If you have already completed and returned the survey, please accept my sincere thanks. I 
can be contacted at the address below, or space is provided on the survey for any 
supplementary questions or comments you may have. 
Thank you very much for participating in this study. Your assistance is greatly 
appreciated! 
Sincerely yours, 
Bill Field, Master's candidate 
Resource Recreation and Tourism Program 
University of Northern British Columbia 
Prince George, BC 
V2N 4Z9 
Canada 
Appendix4 
17 August 1998 
«First» «Last» 
«M 1st line address» 
«M 2nd line address» 
«PostalZip _code» 
«Country» 
Dear «Genden> «Last» 
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Pursuant to our previous discussion I am forwarding this letter explaining the purpose of 
the interview, and am including the interview questions. You can expect the interview to 
last no more than 60-90 minutes. The purpose of this interview is to get information that 
will help in analyzing how differing sources of use data can be utilized in a management 
planning format for the proposed heritage trail between the old townsites of Stanley and 
Barkerville. As you are aware this represents the largest remaining intact section of the old 
Cariboo Gold Rush Road. 
The survey and data analysis document that you have had a chance to review was 
collected from a diverse population of visitors to Barkerville. This study examines their 
attitudes towards a number of trail conditions that might be considered in any heritage trail 
management plan. I am interested in how the organization that you represent participates 
in the planning process on public lands used for resource extraction, and their attitudes 
towards the usefulness of such external data. 
The answers from all the people interviewed will be combined in my report. All responses 
are confidential and nothing that you say will be attributed to you. The purpose of the 
study is to highlight how land planning processes can successfully be completed to all 
parties satisfaction. You are free to opt out of the interview at any time, or may decline to 
answer any questions presented to you. 
Sincerely, 
Bill Field, Master's candidate 
Resource Recreation and Tourism Program 
University ofNorthem British Columbia 
Prince George, BC 
V2N 4Z9 
Canada 
Interview Questions 
Please briefly describe the role and responsibility your organization plays in land use 
and/or land planning processes in the lands bordering the proposed heritage trail. 
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Please discuss your attitudes towards present land planning processes that occur on public 
lands used for resource extraction. Do you feel that present practises encourage the 
involvement of all stakeholders in resource use issues? 
Please describe what you believe are some of the strengths of Integrated Resource 
Management planning for public lands. 
Please describe what you believe are some of the weaknesses of Integrated Resource 
Management planning for public lands. 
Do you think the Barkerville visitor attitude study being undertaken addresses these 
strengths or weaknesses? 
Do you believe that non-resident recreational/tourism users have a "right" to be involved 
in the final land planning policy decisions? Please briefly describe what role you think 
non-residents' should play in any planning processes. 
Compared to other stakeholders, how important are the views of non-resident tourists 
when creating management plans for recreation/heritage areas? 
Do you think that the survey results report that you have received should be used when 
making land-planning decisions? 
How would your organisation use this report in its planning activities? 
How does the collection of such user data serve the planning process as it exists today? 
Can you think of alternative methods of soliciting the attitudes of diverse user groups than 
the method used in this study? 
05 October 1998 
«First» «Last» 
«M 1st line address» - - -
«M 2nd line address» 
«PostalZip _code» 
«Country» 
Dear «Genden> «Last» 
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Again, I wish to thank you for your participation in the Cariboo Wagon Road proposed 
heritage trail study. As I had previously mentioned I am including a copy of our interview 
transcript for your review. Please refer to the document and verify its veracity with our 
discussions. Please contact me if you have any concerns over the content of the interview, 
or simply seek additional information. 
The purpose of the study is to better understand how land planning processes that occur on 
public lands, managed for multiple purposes, can be implemented to all users satisfaction. 
The interviews I have conducted assist in recognising the multiple values that must be 
addressed when attempting to plan for heritage resources in a multi-use area. Your 
assistance has played a significant role in this regard. 
The answers from all of the people interviewed will be combined in my report. All 
responses are confidential and nothing you say can be attributed to any individual. 
Thank you very much for participating in this study. Your assistance is greatly 
appreciated! 
Sincerely yours, 
Bill Field, Master's candidate 
Resource Recreation and Tourism Program 
University of Northern British Columbia 
Prince George, BC 
V2N 4Z9 
Canada 
